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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RE- 
LATED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
1995 


TESTIMONY  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS  AND  OTHER 
INTERESTED  INDIVIDUALS  AND  ORGANIZATIONS 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

WITNESS 

HON.  BART  GORDON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Mr.  Carr.  Welcome.  We  will  open  our  hearing.  Today,  we  are  de- 
lighted to  have  many  of  our  good  friends  with  us.  This  is  going  to 
be  a  hearing  primarily  concentrating  on  the  testimony  of  our 
friends  and  colleagues  in  the  Congress,  and  we  have  a  very  ambi- 
tious schedule  today.  I  think  if  we  go  the  whole  day,  we  are  going 
to  be  here  until  late  this  afternoon.  And  in  the  interest  of  time, 
why  don't  those  Members  present  have  a  seat  at  the  table. 

We  are  not  going  to  have  any  great  formality  here,  and  when  you 
have  given  your  testimony,  if  there  are  no  questions  and  we  move 
on  to  someone  else's  testimony,  you  are  free  to  leave. 

We  will  keep  rotating,  so  that  we  do  not  spend  a  lot  of  time  wait- 
ing for  people  to  come  to  the  table.  We  will  just  keep  going. 

First  on  my  list  is  my  good  friend  and  colleague  from  Tennessee, 
Bart  Grordon. 

Welcome. 

Do  you  have  a  prepared  statement? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  submit  that  for  the  record  and  invite  you  to 
just  give  us  the  highlights. 

Mr.  GrORDON.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  hope  I  am  first  on  your  list,  but  I  do  thank  you  for  your  past 
courtesies,  this  committee's  courtesies  and  the  staff.  And  also,  let 
me  again  congratulate  you  I  think  on  the  new  thoughtful  criteria 
that  you  are  placing  on  us  to  present  to  you  I  think  better  justifica- 
tion for  these  projects. 

To  reciprocate  for  that,  I  will  be  brief.  I  have  submitted  my  testi- 
mony. I  have  also  submitted  to  the  committee  the  investment  cri- 
teria that  is  suggested  as  well  as  a  variety  of  maps  and  the  fea- 
sibility studies. 

I  am  here  on  three  projects;  all  of  which  have  also  gone  before 
the  authorizing  committee,  two  of  which  are  the  second  phases  of 
ISTEA  previous-authorized  projects. 

(1) 


The  first  is  a  bridge  in  my  hometown  of  Murfreesboro.  This  is  an 
interesting  project  I  think,  in  that  this  bridge  is  functionally  obso- 
lete as  established  by  Tennessee;  it  is  only  20  feet  wide  so  it  will 
have  to  be  replaced.  But  we  have  an  interesting  opportunity  here 
because  it  is  right  in  the  center  of  a  very  historic  area. 

There  were  10,500  battles  during  the  Civil  War  but  only  45  of 
those  were  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  war.  The 
Stones  River  Battlefield  in  Murfreesboro  was  one  of  those,  although 
it  is  only  300  acres,  which  is  the  second  smallest  of  those  45  bat- 
tles, and  so  it  is  really  necessary  to  try  to  pull  together  different 
segments  of  the  community  to  make  this  battlefield  better  inter- 
preted. 

This  bridge  will  go  over  the  major  artery  during  that  period  of 
time.  Interestingly,  it  was  the  major  road  between  Nashville  and 
Murfreesboro  which  went  over  the  major  water  transportation 
which  was  less  than  100  yards  away  from  the  major  rail  transpor- 
tation. So  this  is  where  the  world's  largest  earthen  fort  was  pro- 
duced or  built  to  oversee  this  very  critical  area. 

We  found  an  old  photograph  of  this  bridge,  and  now  through 
some  design  with  nominal,  if  any  additional  cost,  they  are  going  to 
be  able  to  dye  the  concrete  and  make  it  look  like  the  wooden  struc- 
ture of  that  old  period,  which  I  think  is  very  interesting.  So  we  are 
asking  for  $4,7  million  to  complete  that  project  and  to  connect 
those  historic  areas. 

Secondly,  with  the  ISTEA  authorization  last  time,  there  was  a 
study  made  for  alternative  transportation  in  Murfreesboro. 
Murfreesboro  is  one  of  the  50  fastest-growing  areas  in  the  Nation 
and  so  it  is  rapidly  growing  and  getting  very  congested. 

Additionally,  it  is  a  part  of  the  noncontainment  area  for  EPA 
purposes  outside  of  Nashville,  and  our  new  manufacturing  is  very 
limited  because  of  that. 

This  $4.8  million  will  help  relieve  that  by  virtue  of  having  alter- 
native transportation  both  in  pollution  control  as  well  as  easing  the 
congestion. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  20  years  ago  Stewart  Air  Force  Base 
in  Rutherford  County  was  closed.  It  has  laid  virtually  dormant  ever 
since  and  now  we  are  trying  to  make  that  into  an  industrial,  more 
industrial  area  and  development,  and  to  do  that  we  need  an  access 
road  to  what  we  call — I  guess,  really  the  other  side  of  the  airports 
to  open  that  up.  That  access  road  would  be  less  than  $1  million, 
but  it  would  be  very  importsint  to  opening  up  this  road  or  this  facil- 
ity, this  almost  1,400  acres  to  industrial  development. 

So  those  are  the  three  projects  that  I  have  come  before  you  with. 
They  have  been  presented  to  the  authorizing  committee.  I  think  all 
of  the  investment  criteria  and  other  information  is  before  you  and 
hope  your  committee  can  look  on  this  favorably. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Gordon  follows:] 
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THIS  STATlONEflY  PAINTED  ON  PAPER  MADE  OF  HECYCLED  FIBERS 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee: 

Thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today  and  affording  me  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you.   I  know  you  have  a  long  day  ahead 
of  you,  so  I'll  submit  my  written  testimony  for  the  record  and 
briefly  outline  my  requests. 

I  am  interested  in  obtaining  funding  for  the  second  phase  of 
two  projects  authorized  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  and  funding  for  one  demonstration  project 
from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

The  first  project  will  fund  the  completion  of  a  bridge 
replacement  project  in  my  hometown  of  Murf reesboro,  Tennessee  which 
was  authorized  in  ISTEA.   I  am  presently  working  with  the  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  committee  to  authorize  the  next  stage  of 
this  project.  The  federal  share  I  am  requesting  is  $4,700,000. 

The  second  project  for  which  I  am  seeking  funding  will 
construct  an  alternative  transportation  system.   For  purposes  of 
background,  included  in  section  1104(b) (17)  of  ISTEA  (P.L.  102-240) 
is  an  authorization  to  conduct  a  feasability  study  and  construct  an 
alternative  transportation  system  to  encourage  commuter 
transportation,  reduce  air  pollution  and  enhance  recreation.   The 
comprehensive  feasibility  study  is  complete  and  now  it's  time  to 
move  on  to  the  second  phase.    An  appropriation  of  $4,800,000  will 
construct  the  alternative  transportation  system  recommended  by  the 
feasibility  study.   I  am  working  with  the  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  committee  to  authorize  the  second  phase  of  this 
project  as  well. 

I  am  very  interested  in  increasing  the  use  of  alternative 
methods  of  transportation  in  middle  Tennessee.   My  hometown  of 
Murfreesboro  is  in  Rutherford  county  which  is  the  fastest  growing 
county  in  the  state,  and  one  of  the  fifty  fastest  growing  counties 
in  the  country. 

Rutherford  county  is  in  a  five -county  non- attainment  area  under 
the  Clean  Air  Act.   Any  effort  to  reduce  automobile  emissions  and  to 
advance  the  utilization  of  alternative  forms  of  transportation  will 
benefit  the  environment  and  allow  the  area  to  return  to  attainment 
status.   For  example,  for  every  100  miles  travelled  by  bicycle 
instead  of  by  car,  the  following  pollutants  are  kept  out  of  the  air: 
4.2  pounds  of  carbon  monoxide,  .3  pounds  of  hydrocarbons,  .4  pounds 
of  nitrogen  oxides  and  94  pounds  of  carbon  dioxide. 

Finally,  the  demonstration  project  I  am  proposing  will 
construct  an  access  road  from  highway  41/70  to  the  Smyrna/Rutherford 
County  Airport  in  Smyrna,  Tennessee.   Your  subcommittee  has  been 
very  helpful  in  supporting  my  efforts  to  develop  Smyrna  airport  into 


a  functional  general  aviation  facility.   The  potential  for 
development  of  the  airport  is  great,  but  integral  to  attracting  new 
business  is  providing  direct  access  to  an  undeveloped  portion  of  the 
airfield  which  is  currently  unaccessable. 

The  airport  was  initially  constructed  by  the  Air  Force  in  1942. 
It  served  as  a  bomber  training  facility  until  1970  when  it  was 
decommissioned.   The  Tennessee  Army  National  Guard  has  maintained  a 
presence  since  the  early  1970s.   The  remainder  of  the  airport  was 
managed  by  the  Nashville  Metropolitan  Airport  Authority  (NMAA) . 
Precious  little  was  done  to  the  facility  until  1991  when  the 
Smyrna/Rutherford  County  Airport  Authority  was  established  and  took 
control  of  the  airport. 

Smyrna  is  a  reliever  airport  for  Nashville  Metropolitan 
Airport.   Presently  the  airport  handles  in  excess  of  157,000 
activities  per  year.   The  airport  leases  hanger  and  ramp  space  to 
commercial  aviation  overhaul  and  maintenance  companies,  an  air 
charter  service  and  several  fixed  based  operators.   The  General 
Motors  Saturn  plant,  the  Nissan  Motor  Manufacturing  Corporation,  and 
other  area  industry  use  the  airport  for  parts  shipments. 

Over  the  past  decade,  Rutherford  county  was  the  fastest  growing 
county  in  Tennesse,  and  one  of  the  fifty  fastest  growing  counties  in 
the  country.   With  increased  population  comes  business  and 
industrial  development  opportunities. 

The  Airport  Authority  has  dedicated  significant  time  and 
resources  to  formulating  a  long  range  master  plan  and  securing  city, 
county  and  state  support  for  the  development  of  the  airport.   I  want 
to  assist  the  Airport  Authority  in  making  improvements  which  will 
attract  new  industry  and  air  traffic  to  the  airport.   Presently  an 
entire  section  of  the  airport  cannot  be  developed  because  it's 
unaccessible.   The  only  way  to  gain  access  and  develop  this  area  is 
to  construct  the  access  road  which  I  am  proposing. 

As  a  rapidly  developing  airport  in  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
areas  of  the  country,  it  is  essential  that  the  needs  of  the  county 
and  region  be  met.   In  order  to  sucessfully  attract  new  business, 
and  to  better  serve  current  users,  the  airport  needs  strong  federal 
support.  An  appropriation  of  $950,000  is  needed  for  engineering, 
design,  and  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  everthing  you  have  done  for  the 
Sixth  Congressional  District  of ■ Tennessee.   I'll  be  glad  to  answer 
any  questions  you  or  members  of  the  subcommittee  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

We  have  great  interest  in  your  projects  and  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that  you  are  working  with  the  authorizing  committee. 

Have  you  had  any  word  from  them? 

Mr.  Gordon.  They  seem  to  be  favorably  disposed,  I  think,  be- 
cause not  only  are  these  worthwhile  projects  but  we  have  given 
them  very  good  documentation.  So  I  feel  that  we  are  going  to  be 
in  good  shape  there,  and  would  msike  a  plea  to  my  friend  from 
Texas,  Mr.  Geren,  to  keep  that  in  mind  when  he  goes  back  to  that 
authorizing  committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we  will  do  what  we  can. 

I  must  announce  right  now  and  then  probably  re-announce  it 
several  times  today  as  we  hold  these  hearings;  we  are  eagerly 
awaiting  the  Public  Works  Committee's  deliberations  with  regard 
to  the  authorization  or  reauthorization  of  certain  projects,  maybe 
the  modernization  of  some  of  them,  the  revision  of  others.  And  per- 
haps what  would  be  really  helpful  to  us  is,  in  light  of  the  unex- 
pected Parliamentarian's  ruling  about  the  cap  of  the  authorization 
amounts  in  ISTEA,  we  are  hoping  that  the  authorization  commit- 
tee will  reassess  the  authorized  levels. 

So  I  have  had  only  a  few  conversations  with  Chairman  Rahall  in 
the  past  few  weeks.  Are  you  on  that  subcommittee? 

Mr.  Geren.  No,  I  am  not. 

Mr.  Carr.  He  informed  me  he  would  not  be  marking  before  the 
middle  of  next  month.  I  informed  him  that  we  have  a  certain  time 
criticality  here.  We  have  to  begin  moving  legislation  a  little  sooner 
here  because  it  is  expected  that  July,  which  is  normally  the  month 
of  appropriations  bills,  will  now  be  the  month  of  health  care. 

So  we  are  anticipating  having  to  move  quicker  than  we  normally 
do,  and  we  want  to  work  in  tandem  with  our  friends  on  Public 
Works,  but  we  need  them  to  act  first  before  we  can  do  anything. 
So  being  a  Member  of  the  leadership  on  Rules  Committee,  as  you 
and  your  colleague  Martin  Frost  are,  it  would  be  helpful  if  you 
could  give  us  some  help  and  guidance  there  so  that  we  do  not  run 
into  last  year's  problem. 

Mr.  Frost.  I  was  about  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  those  of  us  on  the 
Rules  Committee  are  every  bit  as  anxious  as  you  are  for  the  au- 
thorization to  be  moved  in  a  timely  manner. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  at  some  point  I  will  not  be  able  to  wait  for  them, 
that  is  my  dilemma,  because  we  have  hard  deadlines  on  appropria- 
tions, and  I  know  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  has  deadlines, 
but  they  are  somewhat  softer  and  that  is  our  dilemma. 

So  we  will  try  to  do  the  best  we  can  by  you  and  all  the  people 
who  have  special  needs  identified  for  their  districts. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Geren.  The  committee  Democrats  just  met  yesterday  in 
Caucus,  and  the  clean  water  bill  seems  to  be  holding  up  the  surface 
bill,  so  that  is  causing  us  to  slip  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  just  a  time  problem  or  is  there  some  kind  of 
other  linkage  that  is  causing  a  problem? 

Mr.  Geren.  The  leadership  of  the  committee,  of  the  full  commit- 
tee, wants  to  be  intimately  involved  in  both  of  those,  and  I  think 
they  do  not  feel  they  can  give  their  full  attention  to  the  highway 
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bill  until  they  are  able  to  get  the  clean  water  bill  done.  I  think  it 
is  just  a  question  of  time  overlap  more  than  anjrthing  else. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  know  of  any  deadlines  that  the  clean  water  bill 
is  under?  Is  that  under  some  time  pressure  of  some  kind? 

Mr.  Geren.  Chairman  Mineta  yesterday  said  he  wants  to  mark 
up  that  bill  this  next  Tuesday;  one  of  his  reasons  was  so  he  could 
get  immediately  onto  the  highway  bill. 

Now,  there  has  been  some  pressure  within  the  committee  to 
delay  that  one  week,  but  there  is  no  specific  time  deadline  on  it. 
It  is  something  he  has  chosen  to  complete  before  he  wants  to  finish 
consideration  of  the  highway  bill. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  all  very  busy  with  various  conflicting  prior- 
ities. The  only  thing  I  can  tell  you  is  that  I  am  not  likely  to  begin 
to  mark  projects  into  my  bill  unless  we  have  had  a  resolution  of 
our  sort  of  age-old  dilemma  here  in  terms  of  authorizing  in  appro- 
priations. So  it  is  real  important  that  we  get  an  authorization  bill 
marked  up  before  we  mark  up,  otherwise  we  run  the  risk  of  mark- 
ing up  with  no  projects  in  the  bill. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

BI-STATE  PROJECTS,  JOINT  PROJECTS  WITH  THE 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA  AND  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH  DA- 
KOTA 

WITNESS 

HON.  TDVI  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  Carr.  Next  on  my  list  is  my  good  friend  from  South  Dakota, 
Tim  Johnson.  Tell  us  about  your  project. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  first  want  to  express 
my  appreciation  for  the  subcommittee's  past  support  of  South  Da- 
kota's transportation  needs  and  also  commend  you  for  your 
thoughtful  development  of  the  specific  criteria  for  the  evaluation  of 
these  projects. 

I  will  keep  my  comments  as  brief  as  possible  and  submit  my  full 
statement  for  the  record. 

We  have  several  projects  that  have  been  partially  authorized  and 
partially  funded,  which  I  bring  back  to  the  committee's  attention 
for  the  additional  funding  necessary. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  my  colleague  from  Nebraska,  Mr.  Bereuter, 
in  support  of  completion  of  bridge  projects  across  the  Missouri 
River  at  Vermillion-New  Castle  and  at  Springfield,  South  Dakota; 
these  are  both  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska  projects. 

The  bridge  at  Vermillion  needs  a  final  appropriation  of  $4.6  mil- 
lion. This  project  is  previously  authorized  under  ISTEA.  The  total 
cost  of  the  project  is  $16.9  million  and  the  Federal  share  is  13.5. 

This  project  has  received  $8.9  million  in  Federal  appropriations 
to  date,  and  so  my  request  today  of  4.6  is  the  final  request  nec- 
essary to  complete  this  bridge  project.  The  project  is  supported  by 
the  State  DOT  and  they  are  now  going  forward  with  the  land  pur- 
chases necessary  to  complete  the  project. 
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Vermillion  is  the  largest  community  along  the  entire  2,315  miles 
of  the  Missouri  River  not  served  by  a  bridge;  home  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  South  Dakota  as  well  as  the  medical  center  which  is  directly 
opposite  two  Nebraska  counties,  Dixon  and  Cedar,  designated  as 
medically  underserved  counties.  The  bridge  would  decrease  travel 
time  for  emergency  services  on  the  Nebraska  side  by  around  60 
percent  and  would  significantly  enhance  the  economy  of  the  entire 
region. 

The  bridge  at  Springfield  is  one  that  I  am  working  with  again, 
Mr.  Bereuter,  as  well  as  Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska.  This  project  is 
again  included  in  the  Surface  Transportation  and  Relocation  Act  of 
1987  and  the  ISTEA.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  $15.2  milHon, 
and  the  Federal  share  is  12.2.  The  project  has  received  already  $7.9 
million  in  Federal  funds,  and  so  we  request  4.3  to  allow  for  a  final 
completion  of  this  project. 

The  construction  of  the  bridge  will  complete  a  north-south  high- 
way corridor  stretching  from  Canada  to  Mexico  and  will  signifi- 
cantly improve  economic  opportunities  as  well  as  provide  access  for 
Ponca  and  Santee  Sioux  Indian  tribes  in  Nebraska  to  a  new  Indian 
health  hospital  located  on  the  South  Dakota  side  of  the  river. 

The  bridge  project  is  included  in  both  the  South  Dakota  and  Ne- 
braska State  Transportation  Improvement  Programs,  and  approxi- 
mately 56  communities  and  Native  American  tribes  in  South  Da- 
kota-Nebraska have  pledged  their  support;  planning  for  the  bridge 
is  steadily  progressing  forward  and  we  are  nearing  the  point  of  be- 
ginning construction  this  next  year. 

A  third  request  is  for  the  City  of  Sioux  Falls,  which  is  our  largest 
community,  requesting  report  language  to  allocate  $1.2  million  of 
Federal  Transit  Authority,  Section  3  funds  to  that  community  for 
the  completion  of  their  vehicle  replacement  program.  Their  effort 
was  able  to  begin  this  year  because  Sioux  Falls  received  part  of  the 
funds  needed  to  buy  new  buses  in  fiscal  1994  appropriations. 

However,  the  city  still  needs  the  final  $1.2  million  to  complete 
that  effort  and  I  am  grateful  for  your  past  considerations  and  hope- 
ful that  this  final  effort  will  be  looked  upon  favorably. 

The  State  Department  of  Transportation  has  also  asked  me  to  re- 
quest assistance  on  one  additional  bridge  project  and  two  addi- 
tional highway  projects.  The  details  of  these  projects  are  laid  out 
more  fully  in  the  written  testimony. 

Our  entire  delegation  is  very  much  behind  these  projects.  The 
Heartland  Expressway  in  particular  has  already  been  authorized 
under  ISTEA,  and  the  first  segment  of  that  project  is  funded  and 
the  State  is  looking  for  an  additional  $22.8  million  for  funding  of 
Segment  2  of  the  Heartland  Expressway.  That  corridor  is  of  na- 
tional significance  and  would  ultimately  connect  Rapid  City,  South 
Dakota  and  the  Black  Hills  with  Denver. 

We  also  have  an  Eastern  Expressway  Project  and  a  Hell  Canyon 
Bridge  Project  in  Jewel  Cave  National  Monument  in  the  Black 
Hills  that  we  are  requesting  assistance  on. 
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Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Most  of  these  projects  are  well-known  to  us  and  have  merit. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Johnson  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  TIM  JOHNSON 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

THE  HONORABLE  BOB  CARR 


APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  and  I  would  like  to  extend  my  deep 
appreciation  for  this  Subcommittee's  past  support  of  South  Dakota's  transportation  needs.  The  State  of 
South  Dakota  currently  has  an  excess  of  $500  milUon  in  backlog  needs  on  its  State  Highway  System  alone 
and  accordingly,  the  state's  normal  allocation  of  funds  is  insufficient  to  address  the  existing  backlog  and 
justified  expansions  of  its  system.  As  a  result,  federal  support  for  certain  projects  of  critical  importance  to 
the  State  of  South  Dakota  is  necessary,  and  I  am  here  today  to  request  your  assistance  in  securing 
appropriations  for  several  of  these  projects.  I  will  also  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  support  for 
several  programs  that  are  crucial  to  maintaining  South  Dakota's  transportation  systems. 

I.    Bi-State  Projects  --  Joint  Projects  with  the  State  of  Nebrasiia 


Vermillion-Newcastle     Bridge     Project 
REQUEST:Final    appropriation    of   $4.6    mil. 


Springfield-Niobrara    Bridge    Project 
REQUEST:Final    appropriation    of   $4.3    mil. 


TOTAL  COST 
Federal  Share 
State/Local  Share 


$16.9  million 
$13.5  million 
$3.4  million 


TOTAL  COST 
Federal  Share 
State/Local  Share 


$15.2  million 
$12.2  million 
$3  million 


Federal  funds  appropriated  through  FY  '94 
Unfunded  Federal  share 


$8.9  mil. 
$4.6  mil. 


Federal  funds  appropriated  through  FY  '94 
Unfunded  Fedeial  share 


$7.9  mil. 
$4.3  mil. 


A.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  extremely  pleased  to  be  appearing  before  you  with  my  colleague  from  Nebraska, 
Representative  Bereuter,  to  request  a  fmal  appropriation  for  a  bridge  project  over  the  Missouri  River  that 
would  link  Vermillion,  South  Dakota  and  the  Newcastle,  Nebraska  area  (See  Map  1).  Because  of  the 
enormous  benefits  offered  by  the  construction  of  the  bridge,  the  project  has  received  widespread  support 
in  the  Newcastle- Vermillion  area  for  six  decades,  and  as  a  result,  we  are  hopeful  that  we  can  obtain  the 
balance  of  the  funds  needed  so  that  this  bridge  can  finally  become  a  reality. 

Previous  authorization  for  this  project  is  included  in  Section  1 107  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  and  earlier  this  year  we  requested  final  authorization  for  the  project  from  the 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee.  The  total  cost 
of  the  project  is  $16.9  million  dollars  and  the  Federal  share  of  the  project  is  $13.5  million.  The  project  has 
received  $8.9  mUlion  in  Federal  appropriations  to  date  but  stUl  needs  $4.6  million  in  additional  Federal 
funding  to  complete  the  project.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  request  a  fmal  appropriation  of  $4.6  million  to  allow 
for  the  completion  of  the  project. 

The  construction  of  the  bridge  will  play  a  critical  role  in  facilitating  regional  economic  development  and 
wiU  greatly  enhance  the  educational,  recreational,  and  cultural  opportunities  for  the  several  thousand 
residents.  Vermillion  is  the  largest  community  along  the  entire  2,315  miles  of  the  Missouri  River  which  is 
not  served  by  a  bridge  and  although  according  to  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  and  the  South  Daktoa 
Department  of  Transportation  the  estimates  of  usage  vary,  it  is  possible  that  over  2,000  vehicles  per  day 
may  cross  the  bridge.  The  bridge  will  benefit  the  region  by  providing  a  critical  link  to  1-29,  a  major  north- 
south  corridor.  Travel  costs  for  interstate  shipment  of  goods,  natural  resources  and  the  travel  of  the 
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general  public  will  be  reduced  between  the  major  cities  of  Minneapolis,  MN,  Fargo,  ND  and  Sioux  Falls, 
SD  with  Wayne,  NE,  Norfolk,  NE  and  Denver,  CO  from  1-90  and  1-80. 

In  the  immediate  area  of  the  proposed  bridge,  businesses  are  supportive  of  the  project  because  of  their 
interest  in  creating  a  larger  work  force  and  larger  customer  base.  In  addition,  the  bridge  would  benefit 
South  Dakota's  largest  industry,  agriculture,  by  reducing  shipping  distances  and  thus  reducing  costs.  The 
bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  would  also  be  an  efficient  transportation  link  between  two  outstanding 
institutions  of  higher  education  —  Wayne  State  College  in  Wayne,  Nebraska  and  the  University  of  South 
Dakota  in  Vermillion,  South  Dakota.  Further,  this  project  will  greatly  increase  access  to  medical  services 
provided  by  the  Dakota  Medical  Center  in  Vermillion.  This  is  a  particularly  important  service  as  currently 
two  counties  in  this  area  of  Nebraska  -  Dixon  and  Cedar  counties  -  are  designated  "medically 
underserved  counties."  The  bridge  would  decrease  travel  time  for  emergency  services  for  residents  of 
Dixon  county  by  60%. 

We  are  joined  in  our  support  of  the  bridge  by  an  impressive  coalition  of  community  organizations,  local 
govemments,  businesses,  individuals,  and  both  state  transportation  agencies.  The  project  is  included  in 
both  the  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska  State  Transportation  Improvement  Plans,  and  the  alignment 
highways  and  the  bridge  are  included  in  the  proposed  National  Highway  System  that  was  submitted  to 
Congress  by  the  Administration  (See  Maps  7  &  8).  The  State  of  South  Dakota  and  the  State  of  Nebraska 
reinforced  dieir  strong  commitment  to  the  completion  of  the  project  by  dedicating  $  1 .9  million  of  their  FY 
1994 ISTEA  allocations  to  the  bridge.  As  you  know,  the  Committee's  FY  '94  Transportation 
Appropriations  bill  included  $2.4  million  for  the  construction  of  the  bridge,  however  the  ftjnding  was 
removed  by  an  amendment  during  full  House  consideration  of  the  bill.  TTie  result  for  South  Dakota  is  that 
it  is  receiving  approximately  an  additional  $1 .9  million  in  federal-aid  highway  allocations  rather  than  the 
$2.4  million  that  would  have  been  allocated  to  South  Dakota  for  the  Vermillion-Newcastle  bridge  project  in 
the  original  bill.  Because  of  the  strong  commitment  to  the  project  of  both  the  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Transportation  and  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  each  agency  has  dedicated  part  of  its  additional 
ISTEA  allocations,  totaling  $  1 .9  miUion,  to  the  bridge  project  to  help  bring  the  project  a  step  closer  to 
being  fuUy  funded.  The  bridge  project  has  also  enjoyed  the  support  of  all  four  Senators  from  our  two 
states. 

Planning  for  the  bridge  continues  to  move  swiftly  forward  and  the  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Transportation  projects  that  construction  will  begin  in  FY  1996.  Envirotunental,  preliminary  engineering, 
and  archaeological  assessments  are  nearing  conclusion  and  public  hearings  are  being  scheduled  to  coincide 
with  assessment  completion.  Planning  and  design  work  will  be  accelerated  in  1994  following  the  last 
public  hearing  and  the  State  of  South  Dakota  will  purchase  up  to  454  acres  of  land  adjacent  to  the  project 
site  from  a  willing  seller  which  will  enable  the  Corp  of  Engineers  to  continue  their  banlritabihzation 
planning,  permitting  and  design  work.  Following  the  purchase  of  the  land  by  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
this  year,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  advance  necessary  bank  stabilization  activities  in  FY 
1995. 

B.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  requesting  a  final  appropriation  for  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  that 
would  link  Niobrara,  Nebraska  and  the  Springfield,  South  Dakota  area  (See  Map  2).  This  is  a  joint 
request  by  Representative  Barrett  and  I,  however  I  know  that  Representative  Bereuter  continues  to  support 
the  project  as  well  even  though  it  is  no  longer  in  his  district.  Attempts  to  link  Highway  37  and  Highway 
14  over  the  Missouri  River  have  been  in  existence  since  the  1920's  and  as  a  result,  we  are  all  hopeful  that 
the  balance  of  the  appropriation  needed  can  be  obtained  so  that  this  bridge  project  can  also  become  a  reality 
in  the  near  future. 

Previous  authorization  for  this  project  is  included  in  the  Surface  Transportation  and  Relocation  Act  of 
1987,  ISTEA,  and  earlier  this  year  we  requested  final  authorization  from  the  Surface  Transportation 
Subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  $15.2 
miUion  and  the  federal  share  of  the  project  is  $12.2  million.  The  project  has  received  $7.9  niillion  in 
federal  appropriations  to  date  but  stiU  needs  $4.3  million  to  complete  the  project.  Mr.  Chairman, 
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Representative  Barrett  and  I  request  a  final  appropriation  of  $4.3  million  to  allow  for  the  completion  of  the 
project.  :     . 

The  construction  of  the  bridge  will  complete  a  north-south  highway  corridor  that  stretches  across  Canada, 
the  United  States,  and  Mexico  and  create  an  interstate  link  through  an  area  that  presently  lacks  economic 
diversity  and  adequate  access  to  basic  public  health  and  safety  facilities.  The  bridge  will  improve  the 
number  of  grain  and  livestock  market  facilities  available  to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  area;  increase 
accessibility  to  Missouri  River  based  tourist  attractions;  provide  increased  access  to  the  newly  organized 
Oyate  Trail  (SD  18)  that  is  designed  to  enhance  area  tourism  and  travel  from  southeastern  South  Dakota  to 
the  Black  Hills;  open  new  markets  and  provide  additional  labor  markets  for  businesses;  and  increase 
coordination  and  cooperation  of  existing  pubUc  services  on  both  sides  of  the  river. 

Additionally,  the  bridge  would  provide  access  for  the  Ponca  and  Santee  Sioux  Indian  Tribes  in  Nebraska 
to  the  Indian  Health  Hospital  in  Wagner,  South  Dakota.  For  example,  over  1200  persons  live  on  the 
Santee  Sioux  reservation  just  southeast  of  Niobrara,  Nebraska.  Currently,  the  quickest  route  between  the 
Santee  Sioux  and  Wagner  is  a  90  mile  trip  using  US  Highway  281.  Health  care  personnel  from  the  Indian 
Health  Service  in  Wagner  must  travel  to  the  reservation  three  to  four  times  per  week  which  amounts  to 
annual  travel  of  nearly  30,000  miles.  In  addition,  the  hospital  receives  over  1,600  emergency  telephone 
calls  per  year  from  the  Santee  Reservation.  A  link  between  Highway  14  and  Highway  37  over  the 
Missouri  River  would  cut  the  travel  distance  between  the  Santee  Sioux  and  the  Wagner  Indian  Health 
Hospital  by  50  percent  and  significantly  increase  the  efficiency  and  accessibiUty  of  the  health  care  services 
to  the  tribe.  Equally  important  to  Native  Americans  the  interest  of  five  area  tribes  to  enter  into  joint 
economic  ventures.  The  finaUzation  of  this  project  will  greatiy  enhance  the  economic  viability  of  area 
reservations. 

Both  the  South  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  are 
committed  to  securing  the  necessary  Federal  funding  for  the  completion  of  this  bridge  project  The  project 
is  included  in  both  states'  Transportation  Improvement  Program.  In  addition,  approximately  56 
communities  and  Native  American  tribes  in  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska  have  pledged  their  support  for  the 
bridge  project.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  also  expressed  its  support  of  the  project 

Planning  continues  to  move  forward  on  this  project  and  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  expects  to 
begin  construction  in  FY  1996.  The  preliminary  subsurface  foundation  work  was  completed  in  1992. 
The  alignment  hearing  was  held  in  February  of  1993  and  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has 
been  prepared  with  the  determination  that  environmental  impacts  will  be  minimal.  A  consultant  has  been 
retained  to  prepare  the  design  for  this  structure. 

n.    South  Dakota  Projects 

A.  Transit 

I  have  been  asked  by  the  City  of  Sioux  Falls  to  request  report  language  that  would  allocate  $1.2  mUIion  of 
Federal  Transit  Authority  Section  3  funds  to  Sioux  Falls  which  would  allow  for  the  completion  of  the 
city's  vehicle  replacement  program.  Sioux  Falls  was  able  to  begin  its  vehicle  replacement  program  this 
year  because  it  received  part  of  the  funds  needed  to  buy  new  buses  in  the  FY  1994  Transportation 
Appropriations  bill.  I  am  extremely  grateful  that  my  request  was  partially  funded  to  support  the  city's 
transit  program  last  year.  However,  because  my  request  was  only  partially  funded  last  year,  I  need  to 
make  a  request  for  report  language  that  would  allocate  a  final  $1.2  million  to  enable  the  City  of  Sioux  Falls 
to  complete  its  vehicle  replacement  program. 

The  City  of  Sioux  Falls  is  using  the  funds  appropriated  in  the  FY  '94  appropriations  bill  for  the  purchase 
of  1 1  fully  accessible  transit  coaches,  7  paratransit  coaches,  the  funding  of  23  non-f»rofit  vehicles,  and  for 
modifications  to  its  transit  facility.  The  balance  of  the  request,  $1.2  million,  is  needed  to  purchase  7  more 


T.  Johnson,  p.  3 


16 

fully  accessible  transit  coaches.  The  local  match  (20%)  for  the  vehicle  replacement  project  is  provided  for 
in  Ordinance  22-93  approved  by  the  Sioux  Falls  City  Commission  on  March  29,  1993. 

The  need  for  the  new  transit  coaches  for  the  City  of  Sioux  Falls,  which  is  the  largest  city  in  South  Dakota, 
is  very  real  and  very  pressing.  The  purchase  of  new  buses  is  allowing  the  city  to  replace  one  1963  GMC, 
seven  1972  Fixibles,  and  nine  198 1  TMCs  -  the  TMCs  are  the  city's  newest  transit  coaches  and  will  be 
replaced  last.  According  to  the  federal  government  the  life  expectancy  of  a  coach  is  ten  years.  The 
funding  provided  in  the  FY  '94  appropriations  bill  is  allowing  Sioux  Falls  to  replace  its  oldest  buses, 
however  without  the  final  appropriation  Sioux  Falls  wiU  still  have  buses  that  are  over  12  years  old  in 
operation.  These  buses  are  experiencing  serious  structural  problems  largely  as  a  result  of  tubular  framing 
which  is  rusting  out  from  the  inside.  This  rusting  has  led  to  numerous  cracks  in  the  frames  of  the  buses. 

B.   Highway  Projects 

The  South  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation  has  requested  that  I  seek  appropriations  for  three  projects 
that  are  of  great  importance  to  South  Dakota,  but  that  wUl  be  virtually  impossible  to  complete  without  the 
assistance  of  additional  federal  funds  because  of  the  current  backlog  of  needs  that  the  SD  DOT  faces. 
Earlier  this  year  I  requested  authorization  for  each  of  the  following  projects  from  the  Surface 
Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee.  I  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  the  following: 

The   Heartland  Expressway,  Segment  2  Eastern   Dakota   Expressway,   Phase   1 

REQUEST:    Authorization    of   $22.81    mil.  REQUEST:    Authorization    of   $22.3    mil. 

TOTAL  COST  $27.9  milUon  TOTAL  COST  $27.9  million 

Federal  Share  $22.81  million  Federal  Share  $22.32  million 

State  Share  $5.7  million  State  Share  $5.58  million 

Hell  Canyon  Bridge 

REQUEST:    Authorization    of   $17,334    million 

TOTAL  COST  $2 1 .667  million 

Federal  Share  $17,334  million 

State  Share  $4,333  million 

1.  The  Heartland  Expressway  is  195.7  miles  long  and  connects  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota  with 
Scottsbluff,  Nebraska  (See  Map  3).  This  corridor  is  designated  a  High  Priority  Corridor  by  the  ISTEA 
and  81.5  miles  of  the  corridor  are  in  South  Dakota.  A  feasibiUty  study  was  completed  in  Ciecember  1993 
which  found  that  5 1 .7  miles  in  South  Dakota  are  feasible  as  a  4-lane  expressway  with  the  other  29.8  miles 
feasible  as  a  Super  2-lane  highway.  The  estimated  cost  to  construct  the  entire  combination  4-lane/2-lane 
segments  in  South  Dakota  is  $83.1  million. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  broken  the  corridor  into  four  segments  for  construction:  Segment  1  is  SD 
79  from  Rapid  City  to  Hermosa;  Segment  2  is  a  4-lane  coimection  from  1-90  to  SD  79;  Segment  3  is  a  4- 
lane  expressway  on  SD  79  from  Hermosa  to  the  Junction  with  US  18  at  Hot  Springs;  and  Segment  4  is  a 
Super  2-lane  on  US  385  from  the  Junction  of  US  18  at  Hot  Springs  to  the  Nebraska  border.  Segment  1 
has  a  total  cost  of  $17.6  million  which  will  be  financed  using  funding  authorized  in  Section  1105(c)(14)of 
ISTEA.  Construction  of  Segment  1  is  planned  for  FY  1995. 

As  previously  mentioned.  Segment  2  is  a  4-lane  connection  from  1-90  to  SD  79  in  Rapid  City  (See  Map 
4).  It  will  be  a  4-lane  divided  expressway  with  controlled  access.  The  project  wiU  begin  with  a  new 
interchange  at  1-90,  proceed  southward  where  an  interchange  will  be  constructed  at  SD  44,  and  will 
continue  south  and  west  to  connect  with  a  new  interchange  at  SD  79.  The  total  cost  of  constructing 
Segment  2  is  $28.5  miUion  and  the  Federal  share  of  the  project  is  $22.8  miUion.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  I 
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would  like  to  request  an  additional  appropriation  of  $22.8  million  to  allow  for  the  construction  of  Segment 
2  of  the  Heartland  Expressway  in  South  Dakota. 

The  entire  Heartland  Expressway  is  on  the  National  Highway  System  that  was  submitted  to  Congress  by 
the  Adniinistration.  Segment  2  of  the  project  has  regional  support  firom  local  Chambers  of  Commerce,  (tie 
Black  Hills  Council  of  Govenmients  and  the  Rapid  City  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization.  The  South 
Dakota  Transportation  Commission  has  programmed  the  Heartland  Expressway  in  the  Statewide 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  for  Project  Development. 

The  feasibility  study  has  determined  that  the  project  is  economically  feasible  and  the  study's  environmental 
overview  suggests  that  it  is  not  likely  that  any  enviroimiental  impacts  will  be  so  critical  that  they  cannot  be 
avoided  or  mitigated  during  construction.  This  is  primarily  because  most  of  the  alignments  are  being 
processed  along  existing  highway  routes.  A  segment  of  the  highway  between  the  SD  79  Interchange  and 
SD  44  will  be  on  a  new  alignment.  The  project  is  needed  to  eliminate  an  imdesirable  situation  due  to  high 
levels  of  congestion  on  both  St.  Patrick  Street,  and  Cambell  Street.  There  were  162  accidents  along  the 
present  truck  route  from  1984-1987  and  this  project  is  expected  to  significantly  reduce  this  high  accident 
rate.  An  environmental  assessment  Southeast  Truck  Route  Connection  was  prepared  for  this  segment  and 
the  FWHA  issued  a  Finding  No  Significant  Impact  for  the  Southeast  Truck  Route  Connection  on  October 
12,  1989. 

Land  surveys  and  preliminary  engineering  is  in  progress  for  Segments  1  and  2  from  1-90  at  Rapid  City  to 
Hermosa.  Right-of-Way  acquisition  for  Segment  2  is  expected  to  begin  in  FY  1994  and  construction  is 
scheduled  for  FY  1996  if  Congress  appropriates  the  necessary  funds. 

2.  Another  project  that  the  SD  DOT  has  identified  as  important  is  the  construction  of  the  Regional  Trade 
Center  Proposal  of  the  Eastern  Dakota  Expressway  Project.  This  projxjsai  would  connect  all  population 
centers  of  10,000  and  greater  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System  via  a  4-lane  highway.  There  are 
approximately  1 54  miles  of  the  Regional  Trade  Center  Proposal  of  the  Eastern  Dakota  Expressway  which 
are  economically  feasible.  The  State  has  broken  the  Regional  Trade  Center  Proposal  into  three  segments 
for  construction:  Phase  I  connects  Huron  to  1-90  at  Mitchell;  Phase  11  connects  the  State  capita!  to  1-90;  and 
Phase  in  connects  Aberdeen  to  1-29.  The  estimated  cost  to  construct  the  entire  Regional  Trade  Center 
Proposal  is  approximately  $130  million. 

As  mentioned  previously.  Phase  I  would  connect  Huron  to  Mitchell  and  is  approximately  49  miles  long 
(See  Map  5).  The  total  cost  of  Phase  I  is  $27.9  million  and  the  Federal  share  is  $22.32  milUon.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  request  an  appropriation  of  $22.32  miUion  to  allow  the  completion  of  Phase  1  of 
the  Regional  Trade  Center  Proposal  of  the  Eastern  Dakota  Expressway. 

All  segments  of  the  Eastern  Dakota  Expressway  are  on  the  National  Highway  System  that  was  submitted 
to  Congress  by  the  Administration.  Phase  I  of  the  Regional  Trade  Center  Proposal  is  included  in  the  State 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  for  Project  Development.  A  feasibihty  study  has  been  completed  on 
the  Eastern  Dakota  Expressway  which  shows  that  the  Regional  Trade  Center  connections  are  economically 
feasible.  The  project  will  support  economic  development  by  reducing  travel  time  and  allowing  safer 
movement  of  commercial  traffic.  This  will  also  result  in  improved  energy  efficiency.  Preliminary 
engineering  and  environmental  analysis  have  been  done  on  the  entire  Regional  Trade  Center  Proposal. 
The  svirvey  work  is  complete  and  the  Right-of-Way  has  been  purchased  on  Phase  I  from  Mitchell  to  SD 
34.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  informed  me  that  the  project  will  be  fast-cracked  if  the  Federal  funds 
are  secured  and  construction  could  begin  within  6-9  months  once  funding  is  in  place. 

3.  The  final  project  that  I  am  requesting  appropriations  for  today  is  a  project  that  would  traverse  Jewel 
Cave  National  Monument  on  a  new  alignment  and  end  one-half  mile  east  of  the  Monument's  eastern 
border  (See  Map  6).  The  State  of  South  Dakota  proposes  to  construct  and  surface  this  segment  of  US  16 
and  construct  an  18(X)  foot  bridge  across  the  Hell  Canyon.  The  proposed  bridge  will  span  the  canyon  300 
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feet  above  the  canyon  floor.  Total  cost  of  the  project  is  $21.7  million  and  the  Federal  share  is  $17.3 
million.  Mr.  Chairman,  I.am.requesting  an  appropriation  of  $17.3  million  to  allow  for  the  completion  of 
this  project. 

The  project  would  increase  driver  safety  by  replacing  the  existing  narrow,  winding  road.  The  current  road 
is  20  feet  wide  with  no  shoulders,  steep  grades,  and  19  narrow  curves.  Numerous  vehicle  accidents  and 
deaths  have  occurred  on  the  highway.  Varying  grades  from  3%  to  7%  are  difficult  for  trucks  to  negotiate 
and,  as  a  result,  traffic  is  impeded.  A  newly  designed  road  would  enhance  the  flow  of  traffic  and  goods 
and  result  in  fuel  savings,  congestion  mitigation,  and  improved  safety.  Additionally,  the  project  would 
reduce  the  environmental  impacts  to  Jewel  Cave  National  Monument  both  during  and  after  construction. 
Using  a  new  alignment  along  the  ridge  Une,  construction  impacts  to  the  National  Monument  will  be  greatly 
reduced  and  drainage  from  runoff  or  potential  spillage  from  fuel  tankers  into  the  cavems  will  be 
minimized.  TTie  preferred  alternate  has  no  sharp  curves,  a  moderate  gradeline  and  it  is  located  where 
sunlight  will  reach  the  road,  thus  minimizing  icing  conditions  and  safety  concerns. 

US  16  is  included  on  the  National  Highway  System  that  the  Administration  submitted  to  Congress  and  the 
project  is  included  in  the  State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  for  Project  Development. 
Preliminary  engineering  elements  such  as  survey  and  cross  sections  have  been  prepared.  An 
environmental  assessment  for  the  project  was  approved  by  the  FWHA.  The  US  Forest  Service  and  the 
National  Park  Service  have  concurred  in  the  Section  4(0  Evaluation.  If  project  funding  is  secured,  the 
State  of  South  Dakota  will  advance  the  engineering  and  construction  of  the  project  as  rapidly  as  possible 
and  the  State  feels  that  construction  of  the  project  could  be  let  to  contract  in  FY  1995. 

III.  Program  Funding 

I  strongly  support  full  funding  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  and  I 
appreciate  your  efforts  to  find  the  resources  to  fiilly  fund  ISTEA.  As  I  mentioned  previously.  South 
Dakota  has  over  $500  million  in  backlog  need  on  the  State  Highway  System  alone,  and  this  figure  does 
not  include  the  needs  that  local  governments  have  for  highways,  streets,  and  bridges.  Full  funding  of 
ISTEA  would  help  South  Dakota  stay  even  with  needs  rather  than  falling  even  farther  behind.  The  SD 
DOT  based  the  development  of  its  Five- Year  Construction  Program  on  ftiU  funding  of  ISTEA. 
Consequently,  if  ISTEA  is  not  fully  funded,  many  programmed  projects  will  have  to  be  deferred  several 
years. 

I  want  to  also  briefly  mention  three  other  programs  which  are  integral  to  maintaining  effective  and  top 
quality  transportation  in  South  Dakota.  First,  Essential  Air  Service  provides  much-needed  air  service  to 
South  Dakota's  smaller  commercial  airports  and  I  believe  that  the  program  is  vital  to  ensuring  the  economic 
stability  of  the  South  Dakota  communities  served  by  EAS.  Second,  I  would  like  to  urge  your  support  for 
full  funding,  if  not  increased  funding,  for  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  which  helps  75  commercial 
and  general  aviation  airports  in  South  Dakota  meet  their  construction,  rehabilitation,  and  safety  needs. 
Third,  I  urge  you  to  reject  the  Administration's  proposal  to  zero-fund  the  Local  Rail  Freight  Assistance 
program.  This  program  provides  critical  assistance  to  states  to  rebuild  and  reviaUize  crucial  transportation 
links  between  rural  America  and  world  markets.  All  three  of  these  programs  —  EAS,  AIP,  and  LRFA  ~ 
are  needed  in  a  large,  rural  state  like  South  Dakota  where  effective  transportation  systems  are  absolutely 
critical. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  you  for  taking  the  time  to  Usten  to  my  requests. 
I  appreciate  your  past  support  of  tiie  transportation  needs  of  South  Dakota  and  would  be  happy  to  answer 
any  questions  relative  to  my  requests.  I  have  also  included  several  maps  with  my  testimony  which  show 
where  each  of  the  projects  is  located  and  I  will  be  submitting  responses  to  your  investment  criteria  in  the 
near  future.  Thank  you  again  for  your  time. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 


NEBRASKA-SPECIFIC  PROJECTS  AND  BI-STATE 

PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DOUG  BEREUTER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Bereuter. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  granting  us  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  today  and  for  the  assistance  that  you  and  other 
Members  of  the  committee  have  extended  to  us  in  the  past.  Always 
courteous  and  very  helpful. 

I  want  to  just  very  briefly  mention  that  I  am  in  support  obviously 
of  the  comments  made  by  my  colleague  from  South  Dakota  related 
to  the  two  bi-state  bridge  projects.  They  are  the  last  tranche  of 
what  we  expect  to  be  the  last  tranche  of  Federal  assistance  for  the 
two  bi-state  bridges. 

The  educational  public  health  importance  of  these  two  bridge  lo- 
cations has  been  mentioned.  There  is  more  detail  about  route  loca- 
tion, economic  factors  in  my  written  testimony.  I  will  not  belabor 
those  points. 

I  would  mention  that  the  two  States  are  dividing  responsibility 
for  the  planning.  It  is  a  high  priority,  a  top  priority  in  both  States. 
I  think  things  are  moving  along  well. 

The  one  difference  I  would  mention  in  my  comments  from  my  col- 
league's, with  respect  to  the  Vermillion-New  Castle  Bridge,  is  that 
I  have  requested,  as  you  will  see  in  my  statement,  as  I  did  last 
year,  an  additional  $200,000  for  a  preliminary  study  to  consider  a 
general  route  alignment  in  Nebraska,  a  25-mile  corridor  study  to 
pick  a  route  to  the  Nebraska  side  of  the  bridge.  That  is  in  addition 
to  the  $4.6  million  which  my  colleague  from  South  Dakota  men- 
tioned. 

I  do  have  two  specific  projects,  one  of  which  you  heard  about  last 
year  that  are  Nebraska  specific.  First  of  all,  as  was  moving  forward 
with  favorable  consideration  from  this  subcommittee  last  year,  a 
funding  request  for  $.5  million  for  a  feasibility  and  corridor  study 
for  a  highway  project,  to  complete  the  remaining .  elements  of  what 
would  be  a  circumferential  highway  around  the  City  of  Lincoln,  Ne- 
braska, city  of  195,000,  a  major  city  in  my  district,  the  capital,  by 
examining  routes  that  are  at  this  point  exclusively  outside  the  city 
limits  of  the  City  of  Lincoln. 

The  criteria  which  you  developed  for  the  committee  for  the  con- 
sideration of  projects  was  an  excellent  one.  It  was  appropriate  that 
those  steps  were  taken.  The  City  of  Lincoln  did  make  its  submis- 
sion last  year.  I  understand  the  subcommittee  has  asked  for  that 
to  be  updated. 

The  City  of  Lincoln  is  doing  that.  Their  current  timing  to  deliver 
it  to  you  is  May  5th,  if  that  is  adequate;  if  not,  we  will  accelerate 
it;  it  is  the  highest  single  priority  that  I  bring  you  for  a  Nebraska 
request. 

The  second  project,  which  I  think  is  the  first  exposure  here  in 
this  subcommittee,  is  a  funding  request  for  $413,000  for  a  bicycle- 
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pedestrian  cable-stayed  bridge  in  Lincoln.  This  structure  will  be 
built  completely  out  of  advanced  composite  materials  using  fiber  re- 
inforced plastics.  Fiber  reinforced  plastics  were  chosen  due  to  the 
potential  cost  effectiveness  and  durability  of  materials  as  well  as 
their  noncorrodible  nature,  an  important  consideration  in  Ne- 
braska. 

The  proposed  bridge  would  link  two  very  large  trail  areas  using 
old  railroad  corridors  already  existing  in  the  City  of  Lincoln,  but 
there  is  a  major  gap  of  about  1,500  feet  on  a  very  major  intersec- 
tion where  there  have  been  both  pedestrian  and  vehicular  accident 
deaths  in  recent  times.  It  is  a  missing  link. 

The  proposed  bridge  would  be  a  nearly  unique  structure  in  the 
United  States,  which  would  not  only  solve  a  transportation  problem 
but  also  provide  valuable  information  for  future  projects  of  its  kind. 
This  innovative  bridge  project,  which  is  expected  to  be  the  longest 
span  of  its  kind  in  the  world,  is  a  joint  effort  involving  the  Univer- 
sity of  Nebraska,  the  City  of  Lincoln,  Nebraska  Department  of 
Roads,  the  Federal  Highway  and  the  Lincoln  Safety  District. 

The  bridge  is  expected  to  cost  about  $2  to  $2.5  million.  Lincoln 
has  been  awarded  a  $.5  million  enhancement  fund  and  has  identi- 
fied other  possible  funding  sources.  However,  the  limited  availabil- 
ity of  highway  allocation  and  local  funds  poses  a  significant  fund- 
ing challenge  for  the  City  of  Lincoln. 

Because  the  project  would  yield  valuable  information  that  could 
be  transferred  for  use  in  future  bridges  across  the  country,  I  am 
requesting  a  special  appropriation  and  I  hope  that  you  might  re- 
gard that  as  a  proper  request. 

I  have  visited  at  some  length  not  only  this  project  but  both  the 
Nebraska  projects  and  the  two  bi-state  projects  with  the  Ranking 
Republican  on  the  subcommittee  and  full  committee  and  the  Chair- 
man of  both  the  committee  and  subcommittee  on  the  authorization 
committee.  We  have  very  favorable  soundings  at  this  point  from 
them  on  the  circumferential  highway  and  on  the  two  bridge 
projects,  but  we  have  not  had  a  reaction  at  all  because  we  have  just 
begun  with  respect  to  the  pedestrian  bridge. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to  try  to  answer  any  questions 
with  my  colleague. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Bereuter  follows:] 
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STAIEVIBVr  OF  CCSSGaEOESSVIAN  DOUG  BBREUIER 

TO  THE  HCXBE  AFFRCffRIAnONS 

SUDCOVIMnTEE  a^  IRANBPCiarAIiaV 

APRIL  21, 15W 


Chairman  Carr,  Congressman  Wolf,  and  meambers  of  the  Subccmmittee:  I  would 
like  to  begin  by  expressing  ray  appreciation  for  the  c^sportunity  to  testify 
today  in  si^port  of  tran^xjrtaticn  issues  of  great  interest  to  me  and  the 
State  of  Nebraska.  I  would  also  like  to  ej^aress  my  sincere  gratitude  to  the 
subccmmittee  for  the  support  you  have  shewn  to  Nebraska  over  the  years  and 
also  for  your  overall  efforts  to  improve  the  country's  infrastructure. 


I  NEBRASKASroOFIC  FRCaECIS 

A.  Funding  Request  for  a  Feasibility  Study  for  a  South  and  East  Bypass  for 
Lincoln.  Nebraska 

I  am  requesting  $500,000  for  a  feasibility  and  corridor  study  for  a 
highway  prtsject  to  oonplete  the  renaining  element  of  v*iat  would  be  a 
circumferential  hic^iway  around  the  City  of  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  by  examining 
routes  that  at  this  point  are  exclusively  outside  the  city  limits  of  the  City 
of  Lincoln.  This  is  my  hictfiest  priority  request  of  the  subcommittee  this 
year. 

While  this  is  a  critically  needed  study,  the  City  of  Lincoln's 
Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  receives  only  about  $190,000  per  yeeir  in 
Federcil  funds  for  all  tran^xirtaticxi  planning  activities.  Clearly,  such  an 
ejqjensive  study  would  require  additional  funding  in  order  to  be  undertaken  ty 
the  City  of  Lincoln. 

■Die  current  transportation  netfarork  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  a  city  of 
nearly  200,000,  is  under  stress  and  the  inplementation  of  a  new  transportation 
system  must  be  studied.  The  approach  which  seems  to  make  the  roost  sense  is 
the  conpletion  of  a  circumferential  roadway  system  by  the  development  of 
hi^Tway  segments  south  and  east  of  the  city.  This  coipleted  circumferential 
roadway  would  help  meet  current  needs  and  acconmodate  future  growth  before 
such  hi^iway  development  beocmes  prohibitively  ejqjensive.  Cotipletion  of  a 
beltway  hic^rway  for  Lincoln  has  been  discussed  for  more  than  three  decades  and 
the  need  to  iitplement  such  a  plan  becomes  more  appeirent  each  year. 

A  recent  City  of  Lincoln  task  force  looking  at  the  possibility  of  the 
beltway  determined  that  the  developnent  of  such  a  system  would  be  a  crucial 
cxjiiipunent  of  the  regioned.  transput taticai  network  which  would  accorrplish  the 
goals  of  moving  traffic  around  congested  urban  areas  and  providing  for  an 
expanded  Cc^jacity  of  the  urban  system. 

In  addition,  a  truck  route  study  was  recently  pr^ared  for  the  City  of 
Lincoln.  One  of  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  study  was  that  a  very  key 
element,  if  not  the  most  inpartant  element  of  the  Lincoln  Truck  Study 
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inplementation  plan  is  construction  and  ccnpletion  of  the  East-South  Bypass 
link.  Ihat  study  found  this  proposed  project  would  complete  the  "Beltway" 
system  for  the  City  of  Lincoln,  thus  enabling  major  amounts  of  regional 
ticiffic  to  bypass  the  major  xorban  development  areas  of  Lincoln. 

B.  Funding  Request  for  a  Composite  Cable-Staved  Bicvcle-Pedestrian  Bridge  in 
Lincoln.  Nebraska 

I  am  also  requesting  $413,000  for  a  bicycle-pedestrian  cable-stayed 
bridge  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska.  The  structure  will  be  built  coirpletely  out  of 
advanced  cotposite  materials  using  fiber  reinforced  plastics.  Fiber 
reinforced  plastics  were  chosen  due  to  the  potential  cost-effectiveness  and 
durability  of  the  materials  as  well  as  their  noncorrodible  nature  —  an 
iirportant  consideration  in  Nebraska. 

The  proposed  bridge  would  provide  a  vital  link  between  two  very  major 
and  lengthy  trail  segments  and  create  a  safe  crossing  over  major  roadways  in 
Lincoln,  Nebraska.  Nebraska  Hi(^way  2  and  27th  Street  is  one  of  the  city's 
busiest  intersections  and  has  a  high  automobile  and  pedestrian  accident  rate. 
For  public  safety  reasons,  I  am  a  long-time  sv5)porter  of  an  overpass  project 
at  this  site  and  I  am  pleased  that  the  city  has  chosen  such  an  innovative 
approach  to  acconplish  this  goal. 

Ihe  prc^xDsed  bike-pedestrian  bridge  would  be  a  nearly  unique  structure 
in  the  Iftiited  States  vAiich  would  not  only  solve  a  transportation  problem  but 
also  provide  valuable  information  for  future  projects  of  its  kind.  This 
innovative  bridge  project  —  vAiich  is  expected  to  have  the  longest  span  of  its 
kind  in  the  world  —  is  a  joint  effort  involving  the  University  of  Nebraska, 
the  City  of  Lincoln,  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads,  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  the  Lincoln-Lancaster  Railroad  Transportation  Safety 
District. 

The  bridge  is  expected  to  cost  between  $2-2.5  million.  Lincoln  has  been 
awarded  a  $500,000  grant  through  ISTEA  transportation  enhancement  funds  and 
has  identified  other  possible  funding  sources.  Hcwever,  the  limited 
availability  of  hi(^way  allocation  funds  and  local  funds  poses  a  significant 
funding  challenge  for  a  city  the  size  of  Lincoln.  Becaiase  the  project  would 
yield  valuable  information  vAiich  could  be  transferred  for  use  on  future 
bridges  across  the  country,  I  believe  a  special  appropriation  is  proper. 


n.  BISTAIE  PROOECIS 

A.  Funding  Request  for  Bridge  Across  Missouri  River  Between  the  Newcastle. 
Nebraska  Area  and  Vermillion.  South  Dakota 

As  you  know,  my  colleague  fron  South  Dakota,  Tim  Johnson,  and  I  have 
requested  assistance  from  this  subconmittee  in  the  past  for  the  proposed 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  between  the  Newcastle,  Nebraska  area  and 
Vermillion,  South  Dakota  and  are  grateful  for  this  subcctnmittee's  ^proval  of 
funding  for  this  project. 
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I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  yaj.  to  request  an 
additional  appropriation  of  $4.6  million  for  the  bridge  across  the  Missouri 
River  between  the  Newcastle,  Nebraska  area  and  Vermillion,  South  Dakota.  Ihe 
Federal  share  of  the  project  would  be  80  percent  viiile  Nebraska  and  South 
Dakota  would  each  contribute  10  percent.  In  a  related  matter,  I  would  also 
like  to  request  $200,000  for  a  preliminary  study  to  consider  a  general  route 
cilignment  from  the  Wayne,  Nebraska  area  to  the  selected  bridge  site,  with  the 
matching  20%  share  coming  frcan  the  State  of  Nebraska  for  the  $200,000  study 
item.  A  portion  of  this  route  —  the  segment  of  Nebraska  Hi(^way  57  north  of 
U.S.  Hi^Tway  20  —  is  currently  on  the  proposed  National  Midway  System. 

Authorization  for  the  bridge  is  included  in  Section  1107  of  the  Interroodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  This  legislation  authorized 
$3.6  million  for  the  bridge.  In  addition,  the  FY92  Transportation 
Appropriations  Bill  included  $32,000  for  the  studies  involving  the  planning 
and  feasibility  of  the  bridge  and  the  FY93  Transportation  Appixipriations  Bill 
inclixied  nearly  $3.3  million  for  this  project  for  which  Congressman  Tim 
Johnson  and  I  are  very  appreciative. 

I  am  convinced  that  this  bridge,  vAien  coitpleted,  will  serve  as  a 
connector  for  one  of  two  major  north-south  routes  across  Nebraska.  In 
addition,  to  act  as  a  connector  it  will  jfirst  require  a  new  hi^way  connection 
between  Wayne,  Nebraska,  and  the  bridge;  and  second,  it  will  require  an 
v^jdgrading  of  the  hii^way  between  Wayne  and  Norfolk,  Nebraska,  to  connect  to 
U.S.  81  which  is  currently  being  upgraded.  Ihis  will  mean  that  frcm  the 
Kansas  border,  near  Chester,  there  will  be  a  direct  link  across  Nebraska  to 
Vermillion,  South  Dakota,  and 
1-29. 

For  six  decades,  the  prospect  of  constructing  a  bridge  in  the 
Newcastle-Vermillion  area  has  enjoyed  wide-spread  support.  An  inpressive 
coalition  of  community  organizations,  local  governments,  businesses,  and 
individuals  from  both  Nebraska  and  South  Dakota  has  joined  together  in  support 
of  this  bridge.  Such  a  bi-state  consensus  is  possible  because  the  benefits 
resulting  frcm  the  bridge's  construction  are  so  clear.  These  benefits  include 
increased  eoononiic  develcpnent,  enhanced  recreational  c^portunities,  inproved 
access  to  health  care,  and  a  reduction  in  transportation  costs.  Also,  the 
construction  of  this  bridge  will  inprove  the  general  quality  of  life  for  the 
area's  residents  by  creating  additional  opportunities  for  higher  education  and 
cultural  and  socicil  activities. 

Due  to  the  current  lack  of  a  bridge,  ccmmunities  in  northeast  Nebraska  and 
southeast  South  Dakota  have  remained  isolated  from  each  other  despite  their 
proximity.  As  a  result,  econardc  activity  in  the  region  has  been  hairpered  and 
labor  and  cctnmerce  options  have  been  limited.  Clearly,  the  completion  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  will  be  a  significant  aid  in  attracting  new 
businesses  to  the  area. 

It  is  also  inportant  to  keep  in  mind  the  educational  c^^portunities  whic±i 
would  be  cpened  for  residents  on  both  sides  of  the  river.  The  Uhiversity  of 
South  Dakota,  located  in  Vermillion,  offers  an  excellent  selection  of  academic 
programs.  However,  because  of  the  added  distance  to  trips,  many  individucils 
vrtio  live  in  northeast  Nebraska  have  a  difficult  time  attending  classes, 
especially  if  they  are  p)art-tiine,  working  students.  The  University  is  a 
popular  destination  for  non-students  as  well  since  it  has  a  dome  arena  which 
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is  used  for  sporting  events  and  numerous  other  large  events  and  shows.  Wayne 
State  College,  located  in  northeast  Nebraska  would  also  benefit  from  the 
easier  access  offered  by  a  bridge.  Wayne  State  and  the  IMiversity  of  South 
Dakota  have  expressed  an  interest  in  developing  cocperative  prograins  vAiich 
could  help  students  from  both  institutions  and  conplement  the  educational 
services  they  offer  in  this  bi-state  region. 

B.  Funding  Request  for  Bridge  Across  Missouri  River  Between  Niobrara.  Nebraska 
and  Springfield.  South  Dakota 

I  am  also  pleased  to  join  my  colleague  fran  South  Dakota,  Tim  Johnson, 
and  my  colleague  from  Nebraska,  Bill  Barrett,  in  requesting  an  additional 
e^3prcpriation  of  $4.3  million  for  a  proposed  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River 
between  Niobrara,  Nebraska,  and  Springfield,  South  Dakota.  Authorization  for 
such  a  bridge  is  contained  in  a  provision  of  Public  Law  100-17,  the  Surface 
Transportation  and  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act  of  1987.  An 
authorization  of  $4.7  million  was  also  included  in  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  and  $3.2  million  was  included  in  the 
Fy92  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill. 

Because  of  redistricting,  the  Nebraska  portion  of  this  project  is  new  in 
Congressman  Barrett's  district.  However,  due  to  my  previous  efforts  and  the 
tremendous  need  for  this  bridge,  I  remain  very  sv5)portive  of  this  project. 

The  proposed  Niobrara-Springfield  bridge  has  enjoyed  widespread  sw^jport 
fran  residents  on  both  sides  of  the  river  as  well  as  local  and  state 
officials.  Since  1927,  efforts  have  been  made  to  construct  this  much-needed 
bridge.  The  issue  became  even  more  critical  in  the  mid-1980' s  with  the 
abandonment  of  ferry  service.  As  a  result  of  a  previous  legislative 
initiative,  the  Department  of  Transportation  directed  the  Nebraska  D^artment 
of  Roads  and  the  South  Dakota  D^jartment  of  Transportation  to  conduct  a  study 
to  determine  the  feasibility  of  reinstituting  ferry  service.  The  report, 
vAiich  was  ccnpleted  in  December  1987,  estimated  that  the  car  ferry  would  cost 
c^jproximately  $5  million  to  $6  million.  Because  of  the  D^artment  of  Roads' 
analysis  that  a  bridge  could  be  built  for  far  less  than  was  previously 
discussed,  the  bridge  option  became  more  attractive. 

Motorists,  fanners,  and  businesspecple  would  benefit  greatly  from  the 
reduced  travel  distance  if  this  bridge  is  built.  Also,  because  of  the 
beneficiad  inpact  this  bridge  would  have  on  the  Indian  tribes  in  the  eirea,  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  expressed   its  sv^port  for  the  project.  For 
exanple,  by  reducing  the  driving  time  from  the  Santee  Sioux  reservation  to  the 
Indian  Health  Service  facility  in  Wagner,  South  Dakota,  the  bridge  would  play 
an  inportant  role  in  inproving  medical  care  for  the  tribes  served  by  the 
facility. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  colleague  from  South  Dakota,  Tim  Johnscai,  in 
e^^nressing  our  strong  support  for  these  bridge  projects  and  our  request  for 
the  funding  necessciry  to  ensure  their  timely  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subccramittee,  again,  thank  ycu  for  the 
opportunity  to  express  my  si;5:port  for  these  projects. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  apologize  for  not  being  here  and  I  have  no  questions 
at  this  time. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  think  we  have  any  questions. 
Mr.  Bereuter.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  PASSENGER  CORPORATION, 

AMTRAK 

WITNESS 

HON.  AL  SWIFT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  WASHINGTON,  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPOR- 
TATION AND  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS,  COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY 
AND  COMMERCE 

Mr.  Carr.  Next  is  my  good  friend  from  Washington,  Al  Swift. 

Mr.  Swift.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

It  was  actually  the  efforts  of  this  subcommittee  that  has  helped 
Amtrak  get  through  some  very  difficult  years  in  the  1980s.  You  and 
I  have  each  held  hearings  in  which  GAO  has  reported  on  the  harm 
caused  by  the  starvation  of  Amtrak  during  those  years.  The  conclu- 
sion I  have  drawn  is  that  Amtrak  must  be  recapitalized. 

The  vitalization  of  Amtrak,  I  think,  is,  as  you  know,  is  one  of  this 
Department  of  Transportation's  top  three  goals,  £ind  the  adminis- 
tration has  put  increased  funding  for  Amtrak  into  their  appropria- 
tion request.  My  subcommittee  is  moving  very  quickly  to  reauthor- 
ize the  legislation. 

The  administration's  bill  is  H.R.  4111,  and  in  it,  it  requires  re- 
ports to  Congress  stating  the  anticipated  benefits  for  its  annual 
funding  request,  as  well  as  benefits  derived  from  a  previous  year's 
appropriation.  And  I  think  that  provision  in  the  legislation  is  going 
to  be  particularly  useful  to  both  of  our  subcommittees. 

I  would  like  to  highlight  the  section  providing  for  State-requested 
rail  passenger  service,  or  section  403(b),  of  the  Rail  Passenger 
Service  Act.  It  was  enacted  to  facilitate  partnerships  between  Am- 
trak, on  the  one  hand,  and  the  States  for  the  provision  of  rail  pas- 
senger service. 

Those  arrangements  allow  the  introduction  of  service  and  for  the 
States  to  share  the  responsibility.  And  it  just  does  not  leave  it  up 
to  the  Federal  Government  to  pick  up  the  entire  tab  for  the  service. 

The  administration's  legislation  alters  the  current  403(b)  pro- 
gram by  providing  a  separate  authorization  for  State-requested 
passenger  service,  and  by  requiring  the  States  to  pick  up  a  percent- 
age of  the  long-term  avoidable  costs  instead  of  the  short-term 
losses,  as  is  current  law.  The  result  of  that  is  the  States  will  be 
picking  up  a  larger  share  of  the  cost. 

I  think  it  is  terribly  important  that  we  keep  in  mind  that  the 
original  intent  of  403(b)  was  that  Congress  wanted  to  indicate  to 
the  States  that  a  partnership  with  the  Federal  Gk>vemment  on  rail 
passenger  service  was  possible.  My  own  State  of  Washington  com- 
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mitted  in  a  year  in  which  the  legislature  was  facing  a  deficit  of  $1 
billion,  they  committed  $40  million  to  this  cooperative  program. 

The  403(b)  program  and  the  administration's  commitment  to  pur- 
suing high-speed  rail  were  critical  incentives  for  Washington  State, 
I  think,  to  make  that  large  investment.  North  Carolina  and  Maine 
are  two  other  States  that  have  dedicated  funding  for  new  service. 

I  hope  that  your  subcommittee  will  provide  the  necessary  fund- 
ing for  existing  403(b)  States,  and  existing  403(b)  States  like  those 
which  would  include  Washington,  Maine  and  North  Carolina.  I  am 
mindful  of  the  very  difficult  challenge  that  this  subcommittee  faces. 
However,  one  of  the  witnesses  at  the  hearing  we  held  stated  a 
truth  that  I  think  we  have  to  face  up  to.  He  said,  we  cannot  pave 
our  way  out  of  the  transportation  problems  that  we  are  facing 
today. 

Rail  offers  some  compelling  benefits  to  our  transportation  mix.  It 
is  cost  effective,  energy  efficient,  environmentally  friendly,  and  I 
want  to  assure  this  subcommittee  that  my  subcommittee  is  going 
to  move  forward  with  authorizing  legislation  for  Amtrak  and  high- 
speed rail. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
did  in  the  last  session  of  Congress,  and  with  the  other  Members  of 
this  subcommittee  in  an  effort  to  strengthen  our  Nation's  rail  pas- 
senger system. 

I  thank  this  subcommittee  very  much  and  I  would  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Swifl  follows:] 
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BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

April  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  and  the  members  of  this 
subcommittee  to  support  Fiscal  Year  1995  funding  for  the  National  Railroad  Passenger 
Corporation  (Amtrak).    Within  the  last  several  weeks  both  this  subcommittee  and  my 
subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Hazardous  Materials  heard  from  the  new  president  of 
Amtrak,  Tom  Downs,  as  well  as  the  Federal  Railroad  Administrator  Jolene  Molitoris  and 
representatives  from  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  about  the  current  status  of  our 
nation's  passenger  railroad.    And  I'm  sure  you  found  as  did  I  that  Mr.  Downs  and  GAO 
were  very  candid  about  where  Amtrak  has  been  and  where  it  needs  to  go.   The  message  was 
very  clear. 

Amtrak  is  at  a  crossroads.    I'm  sure  you  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  eight  years  when 
not  a  single  penny  was  put  in  the  Administration's  budget  for  Amtrak.    It  was  the  support  of 
your  subcommittee  that  helped  Amtrak  get  through  those  very  rough  years.    But  as  Amtrak 
fought  to  survive  and  improve  its  revenue-to-cost  ratio,  decisions  were  made  which  now  need 
to  be  reviewed.    Amtrak  must  be  recapitalized  -not  decapitalized-  if  we  want  Amtrak  to 
achieve  the  "world  class  service"  goal  that  this  Administration  has  set.    You  heard  from 
GAO  that  Amtrak's  working  capital  has  gone  from  a  positive  $1 13  million  at  the  end  of  1987 
to  a  negative  $105  million  at  the  end  of  1993.    I  can't  think  of  another  mode  of 
transportation  that  has  a  large  percentage  of  its  fleet  that  has  been  around  since  the 
Eisenhower  administration  -but  that's  exactly  what  we  have  with  Amtrak's  Heritage  cars. 

Fortunately,  we  now  have  an  Administration  that  recognizes  the  importance  of  having 
a  viable  and  reliable  intercity  rail  passenger  service  and  what  that  service  can  bring  to  the 
transportation  mix.    In  fact,  the  Department  of  Transportation's  strategic  plan  has  listed  the 
revitaiization  of  Amtrak  as  one  of  its  top  three  goals.   That  commitment  is  well  demonstrated 
by  the  increases  for  Amtrak  in  the  President's  budget  during  an  extremely  difficult  budget 
year.    In  addition,  I'm  pleased  to  report  that  this  is  the  first  time  in  ten  years  that  an 
Administration  has  brought  to  Congress  an  authorization  bill  for  Amtrak. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Hazardous  Materials  is 
moving  forward  with  the  President's  reauthorizing  legislation,  the  Amtrak  Investment  Act  of 
1994-  HR  4111-the  subcommittee  held  a  legislative  hearing  on  March  23rd  and  plans  to 
markup  the  legislation  in  the  near  future.   The  Amtrak  Investment  Act  provides  Amtrak  with 
a  two  year  authorization  and  among  other  things  requires  Amtrak  to  report  to  Congress 
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stating  the  anticipated  benefits  for  its  annual  funding  request  as  well  as  the  benefits  derived 
from  the  previous  year's  appropriation.    I  think  that  report  will  be  particularly  useful  to  this 
subcommittee  as  well  as  the  subcommittee  that  I  chair  as  Amtrak  will  need  to  account  for 
any  gains  in  productivity  and  efficiency  and  more  importantly  how  well  it  serves  its 
customers-the  folks  that  we  represent  here  in  the  Congress. 

I'd  like  to  take  a  moment  to  highlight  one  other  provision  of  the  President's  bill-that 
is  the  section  providing  for  state  requested  rail  passenger  service  or  Section  403(b)  of  the 
Rail  Passenger  Service  Act.    As  you  know,  Section  403(b)  was  enacted  to  facilitate 
partnerships  between  Amtrak  and  the  States  for  the  provision  of  passenger  rail  service. 
Under  these  partnerships,  Amtrak  pays  the  lion's  share  of  capital  (equipment)  costs  while  the 
States  are  responsible  for  the  bulk  of  the  operating  expenses.   These  arrangements  allow  the 
introduction  of  passenger  rail  service  that  Amtrak  could  not  otherwise  afford.   Furthermore, 
with  the  States  sharing  responsibility,  it  is  not  just  the  federal  government  picking  up  the  tab 
for  the  entire  service.    The  states  have  got  to  show  they  want  this  service  by  putting  up  their 
own  money. 

The  Administration's  legislative  proposal  alters  the  current  403(b)  program  in  the 
following  manner.    First,  the  legislation  provides  for  a  separate  authorization  of  $17  million 
for  Fiscal  Years  1995  and  1996  for  state  requested  passenger  service.    In  addition,  the 
formula  for  the  cost-sharing  between  states  and  Amtrak  is  changed  to  require  that  states 
provide  at  least  45  percent  in  the  first  year  of  operation  and  65  percent  for  each  following 
year  of  the  long  term  avoidable  losses  for  the  service's  operation  and  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  associated  capital  costs.    Current  law,  as  you  know,  requires  that  the  states  cover  the 
same  percentages  but  of  the  short  term  avoidable  losses. 

The  legislation  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  conduct  a 
comprehensive  review  of  the  403(b)  program  within  two  years  after  the  date  of  enactment 
and  report  to  the  Congress  any  recommendations  for  fiiture  changes  to  the  403(b)  program 
and  whether  and  at  what  point  403(b)  services  should  be  absorbed  into  Amtrak's  existing 
core  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  change  from  short  to  long-term  avoidable  cost-sharing  allows  for  a 
more  accurate  reflection  of  the  true  cost  of  new  or  additional  Amtrak  service  as  it  factors  in 
the  use  of  the  equipment  and  its  maintenance.   This  change  will  also  permit  other  states  to 
participate  in  the  program.    I  think  it's  terribly  important  that  we  keep  in  mind  the  original 
intent  of  the  403(b)  program  --that  the  Congress  wanted  to  indicate  to  the  states  that  a 
partnership  with  the  federal  government  for  rail  passenger  service  was  possible.   Any  new 
service  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  pay  for  itself  operationally  at  the  beginning  so  there  needs 
to  be  some  sort  of  incentive  for  Amtrak  and  the  states  to  enter  into  a  partnership.    Section 
403(b)  has  served  that  function.   For  example,  my  own  state  of  Washington  has  committed 
state  funding  to  restore  Amtrak  service  between  Seattle,  Washington  and  Vancouver,  British 
Columbia.   That  funding  for  improvements  on  the  rail  corridor  —$42  million  over  this 
biennium—  was  allocated  at  a  time  when  many  state  programs  were  eliminated  and  nearly  all 
were  frozen.   The  403(b)  program  and  the  Administration's  commitment  to  pursuing  high 
speed  rail  were  the  critical  incentives  for  Washington  State  to  make  that  large  investment. 
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North  Carolina  and  Maine  are  two  more  states  who  have  dedicated  funding  for  new  service- 
there  are  many  others.    Section  403(b)  sends  an  important  message  to  the  states  --it's  an 
invitation  to  a  partnership  for  putting  rail  into  their  transportation  strategy.   The  Amtrak 
Investment  Act  of  1994  makes  meaningful  changes  -changes  which  recognize  the  budget 
realities  that  face  your  subcommittee.    I  hope  that  I  can  count  on  your  support  for  these 
improvements  to  the  403(b)  program  and  hope  that  your  subcommittee  will  provide  the 
necessary  funding  for  the  existing  403(b)  states  and  the  states  like  Washington,  Maine  and 
North  Carolina  who  have  worked  so  hard  to  bring  new  Amtrak  service  to  their  residents. 

I  am  mindful  of  the  very  difficult  challenge  this  subcommittee  faces  in  trying  to 
determine  what  funding  goes  to  what  mode  of  transportation.    However,  I  want  to  emphasize 
the  benefits  of  having  passenger  rail  service  as  part  of  our  nation's  transportation  policy  - 
that  rail  is  cost-effective,  energy  efficient  and  environmentally  friendly.   We  need  to  look  to 
rail  as  an  important  part  of  our  transportation  mix.    As  one  of  the  witnesses  at  my  hearing 
stated,  we  cannot  "pave  our  way  out"  of  the  transportation  problems  we  face.   We  need  to 
look  to  rail  and  how  the  development  of  high  speed  rail  can  alleviate  some  of  the  congestion 
that  our  constituents  are  experiencing  on  our  highways  and  in  our  airports. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Administration's  budget  proposes  nearly  $1  billion  in  total 
for  Amtrak  and  I  believe  the  increases  in  the  capital  grant  and  the  operating  account  are 
warranted.    Having  said  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  also  assure  you  that  we  plan  to  have  an 
authorization  for  Amtrak  which  will  closely  mirror  the  Administration's  recommendations. 
In  addition,  I  want  to  remind  the  subcommittee  that  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee 
reported  authorizing  legislation  for  high  speed  rail  development  late  last  year  and  plan  to 
bring  legislation  before  the  House  sometime  this  year.    Your  careful  consideration  of  funding 
for  Amtrak  and  high  speed  rail  development  is  most  appreciated  by  my  subcommittee  and 
certainly  by  the  many  states  that  have  included  rail  passenger  service  as  part  of  their 
transportation  strategy. 

Our  two  subcommittees  have  worked  very  well  together  over  the  years  and  I  look 
forward  to  working  closely  with  you  as  we  move  ahead  with  funding  and  authorizing 
legislation  for  rail.   Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 
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Mr,  Carr.  Well,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  giving  us  the  benefit  of 
your  advice  on  the  record.  We  have  had  a  tremendous  working  re- 
lationship between  the  authorizing  committee  and  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee,  and  I  pledge  to  you  that  relationship  will  con- 
tinue. 

I  am  going  to  take  this  opportunity  to  avoid  taking  time  at  your 
hearings  to  testify  on  behalf  of  two  items  that  are  of  importance 
to  this  Committee  as  you  reauthorize. 

Mr.  Swift.  Good. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  to  make  decisions  based  on  the  best  available 
information.  And  as  you  pointed  out,  there  are  comparisons  being 
made  between  rail,  and  particularly  air  in  the  long-distance-high 
speed  regime.  In  order  to  enable  us  to  make  better  decisions  in  fu- 
ture years,  we  need  better  comparable  data  and  there  are  two  pa- 
rameters I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention.  I  am  sure  there  are 
more  we  could  talk  about.  But  we  have  been  trying  to  get  Amtrak 
to  sample  their  tickets  or  get  DOT,  really,  to  sample  Amtrak  tick- 
ets the  way  they  sample  airline  tickets. 

As  you  know,  every  10th  ticket  sold  in  America  is  sampled  by  the 
DOT.  It  provides  valuable  information  about  the  distance — the 
places,  basically,  that  people  are  and  want  to  be.  It  provides  some 
valuable  information  about  volumes  of  passengers  between  city 
pairs. 

Because  the  Amtrak  system  uses  a  similar  ticketing  arrange- 
ment, this  is  all  done  electronically,  incidentally,  people  are  not 
taking — they  are  not  sitting  there  counting  and  taking  them  out — 
but  it  would  be  helpful  to  us  as  we  compare  routes  and  necessities 
in  financing  Amtrak,  particularly  Amtrak  capital,  to  have  the 
available  market  data  that  we  would  derive  from  sampling  every 
10th  Amtrak  ticket  as  well. 

Another  point  of  measure  that  we  think  has  become  increasingly 
important,  and  we  just  had  testimony  yesterday  from  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  and  that  is  to  get  on  time  or  delay  infor- 
mation so  that  we  are  better  able  to  understand  what  types  of 
delays  are  caused  by  weather  and,  what  t5rpes  of  delays  are  caused 
by  matters  under  the  operators  control.  We  find  that  we  are  unable 
at  the  present  time  to  get  data  from  Amtrak  that  in  any  way  en- 
ables us  to  make  some  comparability  ratings  between  Amtrak's  on 
time  performance  and  the  airlines. 

So  as  you  consider  your  legislation — and  here  is  the  difficulty 
that  we  in  this  committee  have  with  all  the  various  modes  before 
us.  Unfortunately,  due  to  history,  your  committee  and  Mr.  Geren's 
committee  divide  aviation  and  rail,  in  particular.  I  would  also  say 
that  we  are  moving  toward  getting  information,  at  least  on  a  sam- 
pled basis  on  the  automobile  side.  But  private  automobile  trips  are 
much  harder  to  sample  and  I  think  we  are  a  few  years  away  from 
getting  the  comparable  data  there. 

So  I  would  just  solicit  your  consideration  of  some  of  these  items. 
We  can  talk  about  them  at  greater  length  later  on,  but  those  are 
two  items  that  have  occurred  to  us  that  would  be  helpful  from  the 
authorization  side. 

You  also  state  accurately  that  Amtrak,  in  my  judgment,  and  ap- 
parently yours,  is  in  deep  trouble;  Mr.  Downs'  rather  sober  assess- 
ment before  your  committee  and  ours  was,  I  think,  the  sobriety  of 
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the  assessment  was  welcome.  I  think  all  of  us  for  years  have  sur- 
mised that  the  internal  capital  decay  was  further  advanced  than 
they  were  willing  to  admit. 

We  also  seek  your  support  in  helping  us  gain  discipline  at  Am- 
trak  over  what  is  capital  and  what  is  operating,  and  I  think  you 
know  the  issue  and  we  are  hopeful  that  the  reauthorization  will 
help  us  on  that  point. 

As  you  know,  we  attempted  to  make  a  proposal  last  year  in  our 
bill.  We  acknowledge  it  was  legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill, 
and  we  defer  to  your  committee,  but  we  know  you  have  a  common 
interest  in  seeking  to  gain  that  accountability  at  Amtrak  so  that 
we  might  be  able  to  help  them. 

But  with  that,  I  want  to  again  thank  you  for  the  support  you 
have  given  to  this  committee  in  the  carrying  out  of  our  obligations, 
and  your  understanding  of  our  various  predicaments.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  you  throughout  the  year. 

Mr.  Swift.  Well,  Mr.  Chair 

Mr.  Wolf.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Swift.  I  would  just  respond  by  saying  that  I  really  think 
that  authorization  in  an  appropriation  and  authorization  commit- 
tee should  work  more  together  rather  than  at  odds  or  just  on  sepa- 
rate planets,  as  I  think  sometimes  too  frequently  occurs.  We  will 
look  at  these  issues  that  you  have  raised. 

The  one  comment  I  would  make  is,  you  are  absolutely  right  and 
I  share  with  you  the  relief  at  a  very  honest,  straightforward  assess- 
ment by  Amtrak  by  the  new  head  of  Amtrak.  I  think  also  it  is  im- 
portant we  understand  how  it  got  there,  and  I  think  we  should  not 
draw  the  conclusion  it  has  been  mismanagement  entirely  on  the 
part  of  Amtrak,  but  that,  in  fact,  we  have  starved  Amtrak  in  con- 
junction with  past  administrations. 

We  have  starved  it  to  the  point  that  it  began  to  feed  on  itself, 
and  as  a  result,  it  is  in  the  very  bad  situation  that  you  recommend 
and  we  need  to  do  something  about  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Swift,  I  appreciate  your  comments. 

Mr.  Downs  came  before  the  committee  and  I  was  struck  by  what 
he  said.  We  are  working  with  GAO  and  Amtrak,  and  before  we  in- 
troduce legislation,  I  want  to  send  you  a  copy  to  look  at.  And  if  you 
could  just  think  about  it  maybe  for  the  record  or  get  back  to  me, 
or  if  you  want  to  make  some  comments;  what  are  your  thoughts 
about  perhaps  a  BRAC-based  operation,  a  Base  Closing  Commis- 
sion with  regard  to  Amtrak,  to  look  at  some  of  the  lines? 

In  order  to  make  it  strong,  sometimes  it  requires  a  pruning  back, 
not  a  major  pruning  back.  I  am  not  suggesting  closing  Amtrak 
down,  but  there  has  been  a  lot  of  congressional  involvement  on 
stops  and  different  things  like  that,  as  normally  would  be  expected. 

Would  there  be  any  merit,  do  you  think,  of  having  a  Base  Closing 
Commission-type  operation  set  up  of  people  who  are  sympathetic  to 
Amtrak.  I  am  not  talking  about  putting  airline  executives  on  or 
somebody  that  just  wants  to  kind  of  shut  the  thing  down;  but  what 
are  your  thoughts  about  that?  I  was  thinking  of  offering  some  legis- 
lation like  that. 

Mr.  Swift.  Let  me  think  further;  but  my  immediate  reaction 
would  be  that  might  be  a  good  second  step.  The  first  step,  I  think. 
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is  to  try  to  determine  what  is  the  critical  mass  necessary  for  it  to 
be  successful. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Right. 

Mr.  Swift.  I  am  not  sure  that  simply  paring  back  lines  would 
achieve  the  goal.  Also,  you  had  a  broader  strategy,  which  would 
also  involve  finding  some  mechanism  to  see  that  it  is  adequately 
capitalized,  and  to  determine  also  what  is  Amtrak  going  to  look 
like  overall.  Graham  Claytor  had  the  view  essentially  you  needed 
to  connect  it  to  everything. 

Mr.  Downs  is  going  to  take  a  look  from  the  ground  up  as  to  what 
the  goals  will  be  and  he  may  see  a  different  set  of  goals. 

Once  you  know  what  the  goals  are,  and  have  a  chance  to  see 
whether  you  agree  with  those  goals,  and  if  that  makes  sense,  if 
there  is  a  plan  in  place,  then  I  think  something  like  BRAC,  if  it 
still  is  deemed  necessary,  given  the  goals  you  have,  could  be  useful. 

But  I  think  to  just  start  trying  to  figure  out  what  you  lop  off 
without  having  a  very  precise  sense  of  what  it  is  you  are  trying  to 
achieve,  is  probably  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  thank  you. 

Before  we  introduce  the  legislation,  too,  I  will  make  sure  we  get 
a  copy  by  to  you.  And,  again,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Swift.  Thank  you. 

I  thank  both  of  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  No  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  so  much. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

fort  worth  railtran  commuter  rail  and 
intermodal  transportation  center  project 

WITNESSES 

HON.  MARTIN  FROST,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.  PETE  GEREN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  duo  of  witnesses,  are  good  friends  from 
Texas,  the  Honorable  Pete  Greren  from  Fort  Worth,  and  my  good 
friend  Martin  Frost  from 

Mr.  Geren.  Fort  Worth  and  Dallas. 

Mr.  Carr.  Suburban  Dallas. 

Mr.  Frost.  No,  I  am  the  only  Member  of  Congress  who  rep- 
resents portions  of  both  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth  and  almost  in  equal 
amounts. 

Mr.  Geren.  It  is  like  representing  the  Croats  and  the  Serbs. 

Mr.  Frost.  Perhaps.  Perhaps. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  what  part  do  you  like  the  best? 

Mr.  Frost.  Well,  I  grew  up  in  Fort  Worth  and  have  lived  in  Dal- 
las in  recent  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  take  over? 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  proceed. 
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Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Transportation 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you 
today  along  with  my  colleague  Pete  Geren  to  request  your  support 
for  a  vitally  important  transportation  project  shared  by  our  two 
congressional  districts,  the  Railtran  Commuter  Rail  and  Inter- 
modal  Transportation  Center. 

I  would  also  like  to  acknowledge  the  presence  of  some  Railtran 
officials  who  are  here  today,  John  Bartosiewicz,  the  General  Man- 
ager of  the  Fort  Worth  Transportation  Authority,  and  Donna 
Halstead  a  member  of  the  Dallas  City  Council  and  Chairwoman  of 
Railtran. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Railtran  Commuter  Rail  Project  for  which  we 
are  requesting  $7,068,000  for  fiscal  year  1995,  will  provide  a  vitally 
needed  rail  link  between  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth,  along  a  35-mile 
freight  corridor  currently  owned  by  the  two  cities.  The  project  is 
being  developed  in  two  phases,  with  Phase  I  extending  from  Dallas 
to  South  Irving,  opening  in  1995;  it  is  utilizing  local  funding,  some 
flexible  ISTEA  funds  and  FTA  formula  dollars. 

Phase  II  between  South  Irving  and  Fort  Worth  is  scheduled  to 
open  in  1997  and  will  serve  the  Intermodal  Transportation  Center 
located  in  Fort  Worth  in  the  historic  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway 
Terminal  Building. 

At  this  location  more  than  10  modes  of  transportation  will  be 
joined  including  commuter  rail,  Amtrak,  high-speed  rail,  excursion 
rail  trains,  local  bus  service,  inner-city  bus  service,  taxi,  rental  cars 
and  an  airport  facility,  and  a  vertiport,  excuse  me,  facility. 

The  intermodal  nature  of  this  project  will  be  complete  with  a  fu- 
ture extension  of  Railtran  to  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Airport.  This 
extension  is  scheduled  for  later  this  decade  along  an  existing  rail 
corridor.  In  the  interim,  bus  shuttle  service  will  be  available. 

We  would  also  like  to  take  note  that  this  project  meets  the  com- 
mittee's investment  criteria  to  the  letter,  especially  with  its  65  per- 
cent local  funding  share. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  allowing  me  to 
appear  and  my  colleague  Pete  Geren  will  go  into  some  more  spe- 
cific details  on  this  particular  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Geren. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee. Appreciate  the  chance  to  come  and  visit  with  you  about 
this. 

This  is  a  project  that  was  authorized  under  ISTEA  and  one  that 
we  are  very  excited  about.  It  has  intermodal  characteristics.  I 
would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  several  other  important  features 
of  the  Railtran  Intermodal  Center  Project. 

All  interlocal  agreements  for  operating  the  Railtran  have  been 
concluded  between  the  rail  cities  and  the  two  transit  authorities. 
The  project  enjoys  the  strong  local  support  of  the  area  officials. 

The  project  has  strong  private  sector  participation  in  the  busi- 
ness community  through  joint  development  and  ongoing  freight 
railroad  and  rental  income  and  corridor  improvements.  A  dedicated 
transit  sales  tax  is  in  place  in  sufficient  subsidies  and  present  tax 
rates  have  been  budgeted. 

The  $2.48  million  appropriated  by  the  committee  in  fiscal  year 
1992  is  now  encumbered.  Our  estimated  cost  per  added  rider  is 
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$7.82,  well  below  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  threshold  of 
$10. 

The  project  will  bring  environmental  benefits  with  reduction  of 
32  million  annual  vehicle  miles  and  a  savings  of  190,000  hours  of 
travel  time  due  to  an  estimated  daily  ridership  of  people.  This  will 
eliminate  9,000  commuter  vehicles  per  day  from  the  busy  Dallas- 
Fort  Worth  corridor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  note  these  figures  were  developed 
not  by  the  consultant  hired  to  sell  this  project,  but  they  were  devel- 
oped by  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments,  which 
has  a  very  good  track  record  in  this  area. 

All  attempts  are  being  made  to  make  use  of  Section  3  funds.  The 
project  is  overmatched,  has  private  sector  involvement  and  a  re- 
gional planning  process  is  committing  available  Congestion  Mitiga- 
tion Air  Quality  Funds  to  the  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  for  fiscal  year  is  $7  or  $7,068  million. 
These  Section  3  funds  would  be  used  for  construction  and  can  be 
obligated  in  the  1995  fiscal  year. 

We  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  talk  with  you  about 
this  important  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  delighted  to  have  an 
update  on  it. 

It  is  a  project  I  have  seen  personally.  I  think  it  is  a  good  project. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  No,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

We  will  be  talking  with  you  in  particular,  Mr.  Geren,  later  on 
about  how  we  proceed  with  your  committee. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you. 

[The  joint  statement  of  the  Hon.  Geren  and  the  Hon.  Frost  fol- 
lows:] 
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TESTIMONY  ON  THE  FORT  WORTH  RAILTRAN  COMMUTER  RAIL 
AND  INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  CENTER  PROJECT 


BY 

HONORABLE  PETE  GEREN 

AND 
HONORABLE  MARTIN  FROST 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

HONORABLE  ROBERT  CARR  -  CHAIRMAN 
THURSDAY  APRIL  21,  1994 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Transportation  Appropriations 
Committee  we  are  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to  request  your 
support  for  a  vitally  important  transportation  project  shared  by 
our  two  Congressional  Districts,  Fort  Worth  Railtran  Commuter  Rail 
and  Intermodal  Transportation  Center  project. 

The  Railtran  commuter  rail  project  will  provide  a  vitally  needed 
rail  link  between  our  two  cities  along  a  35  mile  freight  corridor 
currently  owned  by  the  two  cities.  The  project  is  being  developed 
in  two  phases  with  phase  one  extending  from  Dallas  to  South  Irving 
opening  in  1995  utilizing  local  funding,  some  flexible  ISTEA  funds 
and  FTA  formula  dollars. 

Phase  two  between  South  Irving  and  Fort  Worth  is  scheduled  to  open 
in  1997  and  will  serve  the  Intermodal  Transportation  Center 
located  in  the  historic  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Terminal  Building 
where  more  than  ten  modes  of  transportation  will  be  joined 
including,  commuter  rail,  AMTRAK,  High  Speed  Rail,  excursion  rail 
trains,  local  bus  service,  intercity  bus  service,  taxi,  rental 
cars,  and  a  vertiport  facility.  Our  intermodal  center  is  a  prime 
example  of  the  ISTEA  intermodal  concept  and  $13.4  million  for  the 
project  was  authorized  in  ISTEA. 

The  intermodal  nature  of  this  project  will  be  complete  with  a 
future  extension  of  Railtran  to  the  Dallas  Fort  Worth  Airport 
scheduled  for  later  this  decade  along  an  existing  rail  corridor, 
with  bus  shuttle  in  the  interim. 

We  take  note  that  this  project  meets  the  Committee's  Investment 
Criteria  to  the  letter  especially  with  its  65%  local  funding  share. 

We  would  also  like  to  call  your  attention  to  several  other 
important  features  of  the  Railtran/Intermodal  Center  project: 

—  All  interlocal  agreements  for  operating  Railtran  have  been 
concluded  between  the  railroads,  the  cities,  and  the  two  transit 
authorities. 

—  The  project  enjoys  the  strong  support  of  local  officials  in  the 
area. 
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—  The  project  has  strong  private  sector  participation  from  the 
business  community  including  the  North  Texas  Commission;  Fort  Worth 
Public  Improvement  District;  Bell  Helicopter  donation  of  land  for 
a  station  site;  U.S.  Postal  Service  joint  development;  and 
ongoing  freight  rail  road  rental  income  and  corridor  improvements. 

--  A  dedicated  transit  sales  tax  is  in  place  and  sufficient 
subsidies  at  present  tax  rates  have  been  budgeted. 

—  $2.48  million  appropriated  by  the  Committee  in  FY '92  now 
encumbered. 

—  The  estimated  cost  per  added  rider  is  $7.82  well  below  the  FTA 
threshold  of  $10.00 

—  The  project  will  bring  environmental  benefits  with  a  reduction 
of  32  million  annual  vehicle  miles  and  a  savings  of  190,000  hours 
of  travel  time  due  to  an  estimated  daily  ridership  of  10,500 
eliminating  9000  commuter  vehicles  per  day  from  the  busy  Dallas 
Fort  Worth  highway  corridor.  (We  note  also  Mr.  Chairman  that  these 
figures  were  developed  by  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of 
Governments,  not  the  consultant  associated  with  the  project  as  is 
commonly  the  case.) 

All  attempts  are  being  made  to  minimize  use  of  Section  3  funds. 
The  project  is  overmatched,  it  has  private  sector  involvement  and 
the  Regional  planning  process  is  committing  available  Congestion 
Mitigation  Air  Quality  Funds  to  the  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman  our  request  for  FY'95  is  $7,068,000.   These  Sec.  3 
funds  would  be  used  for  construction  and  can  be  obligated 
in  the  '95  fiscal  year.   Your  consideration  of  our  request  is 
greatly  appreciated. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 


U.S.  ROUTES  22/23  LANCASTER  BYPASS,  U.S.  ROUTE  68 
URBANA  BYPASS  AND  WIDENING,  AND  U.S.  ROUTE  35 
SEGMENTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DAVID  L.  HOBSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  Ohio,  David 
Hobson.  Welcome.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here. 

We  will  put  your  statement  in  the  record  and  ask  that  you  give 
us  the  highlights  of  your  request. 

Mr.  Hobson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

As  a  new  Member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  request  appropriations  for  three  highway 
projects  important  to  my  congressional  district.  These  projects  were 
generated  by  the  local  communities  and  predate  my  service  in  this 
Congress. 

Each  project  is  supported  by  the  Grovernor,  the  Highway  Depart- 
ment of  TYansportation,  State  Senators,  State  Representatives, 
County  Commissioners,  Mayors  and  Chambers  of  Congress.  They 
are  on  the  Transportation  Improvement  Plan,  they  are  consistent 
with  ODOT's  successful  Ohio  plan  and  on  the  National  Highway 
System  proposed  by  the  U.S.  Departments  of  Transportation  offi- 
cials. 

The  first  project  is  U.S.  Routes  22  and  23,  the  Lancaster  Bypass 
in  Fairfield  County.  The  Federal  share  is  $41.2  million.  The  fiscal 
year  1995  spending  is  $8.5  million. 

Through  your  courtesy,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Lancaster  Bypass 
Study  was  funded  in  last  year's  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee.  Unfortunately,  the  funds  were  struck 
on  a  point  of  order. 

This  is  the  only  Ohio  highway  serving  the  southeast  part  of  the 
State  connecting  to  the  center.  It  is  the  link  between  Interstate 
Route  270  around  Columbus  and  Interstate  Route  77  in  West  Vir- 
ginia and  points  south. 

Historically,  the  area  has  been  poorly  served  by  highways  yet  has 
had  tremendous  growth.  The  project  is  so  important  the  State  has 
already  begun  preliminary  engineering  at  its  own  expense. 

It  became  a  priority  for  me  when  I  first  learned  that  I  would  rep- 
resent the  area  in  Congress  as  a  result  of  redistricting  that  fol- 
lowed the  1990  census. 

The  second  project  is  U.S.  Route  68  Urbana  Bypass  and  Widen- 
ing Phase  II.  This  is  the  Clark  and  Champagne  Counties.  The  Fed- 
eral share  is  $62  million,  the  fiscal  year  1995  spending  is  $9  mil- 
lion. 

This  is  a  continuation  of  a  project  funded  of  $18. — $15.8  million 
of  authorization  and  contract  authority  in  the  Intermodsd  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  Route  68  is  a  major  north/ 
south  route  linking  regional  destinations — probably  goes  all  the 
way  up  to  Michigan — whose  construction  was  halted  20  years  ago 
1  mile  south  of  the  Champagne  County  line. 
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It  is  needed  for  safety  and  economic  development,  given  the 
heavy  truck  traffic.  The  State  ah-eady  owns  up  to  95  percent  of  the 
construction  route.  And  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has 
been  underway  and  should  be  completed  by  July  1994. 

The  last  project  is  six  U.S.  Route  35  segments,  in  Greene,  Fay- 
ette and  Ross  Counties.  The  Federal  share  is  $147.2  million.  Fiscal 
year  1995  spending  is  $16  million. 

This  project  connects  Dayton,  which  is  in  Tony  Hall's  district, 
and  south  central  Ohio,  and  directly  links  it  to  the  Interstate  71. 
It  is  needed  for  safety  and  economic  development. 

Its  current  road  conditions  are  substandard.  The  projects  are  so 
important  the  State  again  has  already  begun  preliminary  engineer- 
ing at  its  own  expense  on  five  of  the  six  segments.  Authorization 
has  been  requested  from  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

The  criteria  for  the  Routes  22,  23  Lancaster  Bypass  was  updated 
from  last  year's  criteria  on  this  committee  and  has  been  submitted 
and  ODOT  is  working  on  criteria  for  Route  68  and  Route  357, 
which  believes  it  will  meet  the  criteria. 

If  I  could,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  mention  something  else 
that  I  am  not  asking  any  money  for,  but  in  listening  to  the  rail  sit- 
uation, I  would  like  to  state  that  in  my  district,  when  I  was  in  the 
State  Senate,  and  to  date,  we  have  saved  90  miles  of  railroad, 
which  is  operating  today  on  a  short  line,  and  we  saved  26  miles  of 
bike  trail.  That  right-of-way  has  been  very — we  put  out  2,500  car- 
loads of  grain  last  year  on  that  90  miles  of  right-of-way. 

As  we  are  looking  at  this  thing,  if  there  is  any  way  we  can  save 
the  right-of-way  for  the  future  no  matter  what  it  is,  I  think  is  very 
important;  I  wanted  to  mention  that  in  listening  to  the  other  state- 
ments. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Hobson  follows:] 
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Testincny  of  Congressman  IDavid  L.  Hobson 
Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
House  Odnmittee  on  Appropriations 

Hi^xuay  Projects 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Ccmnittee.  As  a  new  member  of  the  House 
Oaanittee  on  ^apropriations,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
today  to  request  apprc^ariations  for  three  highway  projects  inportant  to  my 
congressional  district. 

These  projects — 1)  U.S.  Roxites  22/33  Lemcaster  Bypass,  2)  U.S.  Route  68 
Qtfaana  Bypass  and  Widening,  and  3)  U.S.  Route  35  Segments — predate  my  service 
in  the  United  States  House  of  R^resentatives.  They  were  generated  by  the 
local  ocnnunities  and  enjoy  the  strongest  support  of  both  1)  those  ccnnunities 
cind  2)  the  Ohio  D^artment  of  TransportatiOTi  (ODOT) . 

The  projects  are  1)  on  the  Transportation  Inprovement  Plan  (TIP) ,  2) 
cxxisistent  with  ODOT's  "Access  C»iio"  highway  plan,  and  3)  on  the  Naticaial 
Highway  System  proposed  by  U.S.  D^artment  of  Transportaticai  officials. 

1.    U.S.  Routes  22/33  Lanczister  Bypass,  Fairfield  County 

Total  cost:  $54  million 
Federal  shctre:  $41.2  million 

Throu^  your  courtesy,  the  Lancaster  bypass  study  Wcis  funded  in  the 
fiscal  year  1994  Treinsportatiai  J^yropriaticais  bill  as  retorted  by  the  House 
Appropi'  iatioTS  Ccnmittee.  Uhfortunately,  funds — including  those  for 
Tarraster — were  struck  on  a  point  of  order  during  ccxisideration  of  the  bill  by 
the  House  of  R^iresentatives. 

The  project  is  one,  four  lane,  limited  access  bypass  to  solve  two 
related  Lancaster  treinsportation  problems.  Route  22  and  Route  33.  Route  33  is 
the  oily  hic^iway  in  Otdo  which  serves  the  southeast  part  of  the  State  eind 
connects  to  the  center,  stretching  between  Interstate  Route  270  around 
Columbus,  Interstate  Route  77  in  West  Virginia,  euid  points  south. 
Historically,  this  area  has  been  poorly  served  by  hi^ways  yet  has  experienced 
a  tremendous  growth  in  traffic.  It  is  time  to  address  this  situation. 

The  State  already  eipproved  preliminary  engineering  study  funds,  showing 
the  inrnrtanoe  plckoed  on  this  project.  A  further  indicatioi  of  the  state's 
interest  in  Route  33  is  the  pleui  to  spend  an  estimated  $18,500,000  to 
reconstruct  and  add  shoulders  between  the  City  of  Lancaster  and  Franklin 
County  (Columbus) .  The  bypass  has  been  a  priority  of  this  ccmnunity  for 


TMtS  STATIONCNY  pntNTEO  ON  PAPtM  MADE  OF  RCCVCICO  FIBERS 


49 

years.  It  is  strongly  sw^nported  by  the  Governor  of  Ohio,  the  Mayor  of 
Lancaster,  the  local  State  Senator,  and  the  loceil  State  P^iresentative.  It 
became  a  priority  for  me  vAien  I  first  learned  that  I  would  r^jresent  Fairfield 
County  in  Ccaigress  as  a  result  of  the  redistricting  that  followed  the  1990 
census. 


2.  U.S.  Route  68  Urbana  Bypass  and  Widening,  Phase  H,  Clark/Gbanpaign 
Counties 

Total  cost:  $77  million 
Federal  share:  $62  minion 

This  is  the  oontinuaticxi  of  a  project  for  vAiich  the  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  Committee  provided  $15.8  million  of  authorizaticai  and  contract 
authority  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA) .  Route  68  is  a  major  north/ south  route  linlcing  regicgial  destinations, 
vAiose  construction  was  halted  20  years  ago  raie  mile  south  of  the 
Champaign/Clark  county  line.  Proceeding  north  fran  Clark  County  into 
Chairpaign  County,  Route  68  needs  to  be  widened  to  a  four  lane,  limited  access 
hii^Tway  and  then  to  bypass  the  city  of  Urbana.  This  would  result  in  greater 
safety,  especially  given  heavy  truck  treiffic.  It  also  vrould  increase  eccaTcniic 
develc^ment  opportunities,  vftien  coupled  with  the  area's  continuing  rail 
service  and  excellent  water  st^jply. 

Ihe  State  already  owns  i;^)  to  95  percent  of  the  construction  route.  An 
Eiivironmental  Inpact  Statement  has  been  underway  and  should  be  ccnpleted  by 
July  1994.  Ihe  money  earmariced  in  ISTEA  provided  the  inpetus  for  renewed 
community  interest  in  this  project.  It  is  strongly  si^jported  by  the  Governor 
of  CXiio,  the  Mayor  of  Urbana,  the  local  State  Senator,  and  local  State 
R^resentative,  the  Clark  County  Ccnimission,  the  Qianpaign  County  Commission, 
and  the  Chanpaign  County  Chamber  of  Ocramerce. 

3.  Six  D.S.  Route  35  Segments,  Greene/Fayette/Ross  Oounties 

Total  cost:  $192.9  millicxi 
Federal  share:  $147.2  m-iiUnm 

Ihis  project  relocates  U.S.  Route  35  to  a  four  lane,  limited  access 
highway.  It  connects  Dayton  and  south  central  C4iio  and  directly  links  Dayton 
to  Interstate  Route  71.  Current  road  c«»iditicaTs  are  substandard,  resulting  in 
numerous  accidents  and  fatalities.  Itxis  project  is  needed  to  provide  both 
scife,  fast,  efficient  travel,  and  ecOTxaaiic  development  opportunities.  Ihe 
project  is  so  important  that  the  State  has  already  begun  preliminary 
engineering  at  its  own  expense  an  five  of  the  six  segments.  It  is  strcxTgly 
sufported  by  the  Governor  and  county  and  local  officieils. 

Authorizaticxi  for  these  three  projects  has  already  been  requested  frcm 
the  Public  Works  Cornmittee. 

Ihank  you  for  your  interest  and  help;  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any 
questions  or  provide  fxjrther  informaticai. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  concur  with  you  on  that  last  statement  in  par- 
ticular. I  think  we  do  not  know  how  the  country  is  going  to  develop 
economically  in  future  years,  and  I  think  we  want  to  leave  to  fu- 
ture generations  some  opportunities,  and  in  the  meantime,  we  can 
have  some  rather  nondestructive,  pleasant  use  of  them,  for  all 
manner  of  bike  trails,  so  on,  and  so  forth,  but  the  right-of-ways  are 
very  important. 

Would  you  clarify  for  the  record,  exactly  how  much  money  you 
are  requesting  for  the  first  project? 

Mr.  HOBSON.  The  first  project  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Would  be  $8.5  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Mr.  Wolf 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Hobson,  welcome  you  to  the  committee.  I  have  no 
questions,  but  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hobson.  Okay. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Regula. 

Mr.  Regula.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  just  mention  that  we  have  established  a  very  close  rela- 
tionship in  Ohio  with  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  to  co- 
ordinate these  projects  and  that  this  project — or  these  projects — 
meet  the  criteria  that  the  Chairman  established  in  every  respect, 
and,  therefore,  I  think  they  merit  our  consideration. 

Mr.  Hobson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay,  thank  you  very  much. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
RHODE  ISLAND'S  FREIGHT  RAIL  SYSTEM 

WITNESS 

HON.   JACK    REED,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  friend  and  colleague  to  appear  before  us  is 
Congressman  Jack  Reed,  from  the  State  of  Rhode  Island. 

We  were  very  pleased  to  be  the  guest  of  Congressman  Reed  at 
a  very  informative  briefing  about  a  rail  situation,  which  I  am  sure 
he  is  going  to  tell  us  more  about  this  morning,  in  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island.  And  we  gained  a  lot  of  insights  from  that  trip,  and 
I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  hospitality  on  behalf  of  the  committee. 

We  will  put  your  full  statement  into  the  record  and  ask  if  you 
would  summarize. 

Mr.  Reed.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  committee  for  an  opportunity  to  talk 
about  the  future  of  freight  rail  in  Rhode  Island  and  also  thank  you 
and  Mr.  DeLay  and  Mr.  Coleman  for  traveling  up  to  Rhode  Island 
and  looking  at  the  project  and  looking  at  the  problem  we  face. 

Simply  to  describe  it  as  an  electrification  of  the  Northeast  Cor- 
ridor for  passenger  service  poses  a  very  difficult  dilemma  for  our 
freight  system.  As  we  electrify  the  system  and  make  changes  to 
bridges,  we  will  do  two  things  that  could  adversely  affect  freight, 
indeed  perhaps  decisively  eliminate  that  as  an  economically  viable 
option  for  the  State.  That  is,  the  construction  will  limit  overhead 
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clearances  so  we  cannot  use  wide  and  double  and  triple-stacked 
cars;  and,  in  addition,  with  high-speed  passenger  trains  moving 
down  the  tracks  at  120  miles  an  hour,  there  is  no  real  opportunity 
in  a  commercial  sense  to  have  freight  service  for  about  a  20-mile 
stretch  leading  from  the  Port  of  Davisville  up  to  the  point  at  which 
the  passenger  line  and  the  freight  line  separate,  the  passenger  line 
going  to  Boston  and  the  freight  line  going  to  Framingham  and  the 
ConRail  system. 

This  is  critical  to  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  because  the 
Davisville  Quonset  Point  area,  a  former  naval  base  which  is  closed, 
could  be  used  for  economic  development.  It  represents  fully  45  per- 
cent of  developable  commercial  industrial  land  in  the  State.  That 
is  not  a  testimony  to  the  huge  size  of  this  location  as  much  to  the 
very  small  size  of  Rhode  Island. 

But  this  is,  we  feel,  our  last  chance,  and  we  need  modem  freight 
rail  service  to  develop  this  facility.  This  electrification  is  a  project 
I  have  supported  in  the  past,  but  as  this  dilemma  deepens,  we  have 
to  take  steps  to  ensure  that  both  freight  and  passenger  service  are 
provided  for. 

I  would  ask  the  committee  to  seriously  consider  this  issue  and 
to,  I  would  hope,  begin  to  provide  resources  to  address  the  freight 
project. 

We  anticipate  that,  overall,  approximately  $100  million  will  be 
necessary  to  fully  develop  the  freight  system.  That  would  require 
the  building  of  a  third  line  for  about  20  miles,  and  the  clearances 
for  several  bridges  throughout  the  right-of-way. 

I  have  urged  the  State  that  they  must  shoulder  their  burden. 
This  committee  and  this  Congress  cannot  exclusively  fund  this 
project.  I  am  confident  that  the  State,  together  with  the  private 
railroad,  will  provide  resources,  but  we  need  a  Federal  commitment 
now.  And  it  is  desperate  at  this  moment  because,  if  we  go  ahead 
with  electrification,  if  we  allow  this  passenger  electrification  to  go 
forward,  we  cannot,  I  think,  look  back  years  from  now  and  say, 
well,  now  it  is  time  to  do  the  freight. 

Logically,  after  spending  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  fix  up 
the  rights  of  way  to  then  turnaround  and  say  let  us  unfix  it  and 
do  it  right  is,  to  me,  a  waste  of  resources  and  something  that  would 
be  very  difficult  to  support. 

This  is  the  critical  moment  to^  ensure  that  the  freight  and  the 
passenger  systems  are  harmonized  for  the  future  of  Rhode  Island 
and  for  the  future  of  passenger  service  and  we  hope  as  a  source  of 
economic  recovery  for  a  very  beleaguered  region  of  this  country. 

And  I  thank  the  Chairman  and  his  colleagues  for  their  attention. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  Congressman  Reed. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Reed  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  the  fate  of  Rhode 
Island's  freight  rail  system.   I  would  also  like  to  thank  those 
Members  and  Subcommittee  staff  who  visited  my  state  to  get  a 
first-hand  look  at  this  problem. 

As  many  of  you  know,  the  state  of  Rhode  Island  and  I  have  been 
supporters  of  Amtrak's  efforts  to  electrify  the  Northeast 
Corridor  and  cut  travel  time  between  New  York  City  and  Boston. 


However,  over  time,  I  have  become  increasingly  concerned  that 
Rhode  Island's  existing  freight  rail  system  and  the  state's  plan 
to  introduce  commuter  rail  service  will  be  damaged  by  Amtrak's 
current  electrification  design.   Moreover,  the  state's  efforts  to 
modernize  its  freight  rail  system  and  develop  the  former  Navy 
base  at  Davisville,  Rhode  Island  will  be  unduly  hampered  by  the 
current  electrification  plan.   Unfortunately,  the  combined 
negative  impacts  of  the  existing  electrification  program  exceeds 
any  benefits  for  my  state's  current  and  future  economy. 
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Simply  stated,  Amtrak's  electrification  design  does  not  permit 
adequate  access  or  sufficient  vertical  clearance  for  current  or 
expanded  levels  of  freight  service. 

Amtrak's  electrification  program  requires  the  modification  of 
almost  50  bridges  in  Rhode  Island.   Unfortunately,  Amtrak's 
current  modification  plan,  notwithstanding  any  Amtrak  statements 
to  the  contrary,  calls  for  bridge  clearances  of  16  feet,  8 
inches.   Not  only  could  this  plan  compromise  existing  freight 
operations,  it  would  preclude  the  planned  introduction  of  modern 
double  and  triple  stack  carriers  from  the  Port  of  Davisville 
since  these  carriers  require  clearances  of  19  feet,  7  inches. 
Without  a  comprehensive  bridge  clearance  improvement  project,  the 
long-term  economic  development  of  Southeastern  New  England  will 
be  seriously  impacted. 

Beyond  the  need  for  higher  bridge  clearances,  Amtrak's  plan  to 
increase  the  amount  of  passenger  train  traffic  through 
electrification  will  severely  limit  the  access  of  freight  trains 
to  the  Northeast  Corridor.   Indeed,  the  schedule  modeling  of 
proposed  freight  rail  operations  indicate  that  Rhode  Island 
freight  will  only  be  allowed  to  move  from  2  a.m.  to  4  a.m.  in  the 
morning  -  -  a  schedule  that  business  cannot  and  should  not  have  to 
operate  under. 
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The  solution  to  this  problem  is  to  rehabilitate  and  construct  a 
third  track  dedicated  to  preserving  and  expanding  freight  service 
in  Rhode  Island.  It  is  estimated  that  this  project  would  cost 
$100  million  over  a  number  of  years.  I  have  urged  the  state  of 
Rhode  Island  and  its  freight  carrier  to  fund  almost  50%  of  this 
project,  and  I  hope  to  successfully  complete  this  effort  in  the 
very  near  future. 

I  have  met  with  Amtrak's  President,  Tom  Downs,  FRA  Administrator 
Jolene  Molitoris,  and  Secretary  Federico  Pena  to  discuss  this 
situation.   To  varying  degrees  they  have  recognized  that  the 
federal  government  has  a  responsibility  to  be  involved  in 
preserving  freight  rail,  because  to  a  large  extent  Rhode  Island's 
problems  are  caused  by  a  federal  project. 

In  a  related  matter,  you  may  also  be  aware  that  the  Federal 
Railroad  Administration  is  required  to  draft  an  environmental 
impact  study  of  the  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project  to 
address  issues  like  Rhode  Island  freight  rail.   Although  the 
draft  study  reflects  the  growing  realization  that  the  Northeast 
Corridor  Improvement  Project  will  affect  freight  rail  and 
economic  development  efforts  in  Rhode  Island,  I  aim  gravely 
concerned  that  the  draft  statement  still  does  not  recognize  the 
imperative  need  to  establish  a  dedicated,  third  track  for  modern 
freight  service  as  well  as  future  commuter  rail  opportunities. 
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The  Northeast  Corridor  is  our  nation's  only  high-speed  rail 
system,  and  I  agree  with  Chairman  Carr's  belief  that  it  should 
serve  as  a  model  of  how  to  design  and  construct  any  future  high- 
speed rail  program.   In  light  of  this,  the  Federal  Railroad 
Administration  needs  to  more  adequately  address  several  issues  in 
the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  FRA  Master  Plan 
draft,  and  the  portions  of  Amtrak's  current  electrification 
design  which  are  under  the  FRA's  oversight.   As  in  most 
government  endeavors,  the  aim  of  the  Corridor  project  should  be 
to  do  no  temporary  nor  permanent  harm. 

Rhode  Island's  current  freight  rail  capadDilities  and  its  plans  to 
develop  a  modern  freight  rail  system  must  be  maintained.   It  is 
also  important  to  note  that  New  England's  beleaguered  economy 
will  lose  yet  another  opportunity  to  rebuild  itself  without  a 
modern  regional  transportation  network  to  increase  exports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  the  budget  constraints  that  this 
Subcommittee  faces,  and  that  is  why  I  have  stressed  to  the 
Governor  of  Rhode  Island  and  the  state ' s  freight  carrier  that 
tangible  financial  commitments  will  have  to  be  made  by  all 
interested  parties  it  this  project  is  to  move  forward.   I  do  not 
expect  this  Subcommittee  to  shoulder  the  exclusive  cost  of  this 
initiative  and  I  will  continue  to  seek  additional  sources  of 
funding . 
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In  closing,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  rest  of 
the  Subcommittee  for  your  willingness  to  work  with  me  on  this 
issue. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We,  at  least  this  Member,  concurs  with  your  assess- 
ment of  the  need.  What  I  would  like  to  ask  you  about  is,  to  help 
us  out,  how  much  are  you  requesting  in  1995? 

Mr.  Reed.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  be  delighted  if  we  could  re- 
ceive monies  on  the  order  of  $15  million  to  develop  the  engineering 
and  the  planning  to  incorporate  a  third  rail  into  Amtrak's  plan  for 
electrification.  That,  I  think,  would  provide  the  kind  of  Federal 
commitment  that  would  coalesce  the  private  and  the  State  funds 
to  make  this  system  work. 

I  understand,  though,  that  this  is  a  difficult  time,  and  that  is 
sort  of  our  best  hope. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  what  we  need  to  do  to  more  finely — to  refine 
the  request — we  are  going  to  need  something  from  your  State  DOT. 
And  I  know  that  there  is  a  tendency,  I  know  I  have  seen  it  in  my 
own  State,  where  the  tendency  is  to  ask,  well,  how  much  are  we 
going  to  get  from  the  Federal  Government?  Then  we  will  figure  out 
what  we  are  going  to  do  on  the  other  end. 

The  problem  we  face  is  that  it  is  very  hard  for  us  to  shoot  a  num- 
ber into  a  vacuum.  We,  really — ^because  we  are  not  going  to  build 
the  project,  we  really  need  to  have,  I  think,  a  commitment  from  the 
State,  and  we  need  to  know  what  their  best  effort  will  be  and  that 
way  begin  to  think  about  the  overall  size  of  the  $100  million  that 
is  coming  from  State  or  Federal  or  Amtrak. 

I  mean,  how  much  we  put  out  in  one  year  may  be  an  offset 
against  future  commitments  by  the  State.  It  does  not  confine  what 
might  happen  in  terms  of  cash  flow  this  year  or  next  or  any  other 
year,  but  I  believe  we  need  to  have  it  on  the  record  exactly  what 
the  State's  commitment  of  the  hundred  million  is. 

Mr.  Reed.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  concur  completely  with  your  mes- 
sage. I  am  meeting  with  the  Governor  Monday  morning,  and  your 
message  is  my  message:  that  they  have  to  make  a  concrete  commit- 
ment to  the  project  so  that  we  can  make  an  assessment  of  what 
possible  Federal  share  that  we  could  generate. 

Mr.  Carr.  Right.  Our  ability  to  finance,  as  you  point  out,  to  fi- 
nance the  whole  hundred  million  is,  as  you  point  out,  is  out  of  the 
question,  but  we  do  not  know  what  percent  we  are  being  asked  for 
at  this  point,  and  we  do  not  know  what  percent  we  need  to  go  to 
the  Amtrak  officials  with  to  see  what  kind  of  commitment  they  can 
make.  Because,  after  all,  this  is  to  relieve  the  contractual  commit- 
ment that  they  made  for  right-of-way  to  the  Worcester-Providence 
railroad. 

So,  in  a  way,  we  would  fund  it  because  we  are  interested  in  the 
Northeast  Corridor,  but  this  is  an  Amtrak  contractual  commitment 
that  we  are  trying  to  bail  them  out  of,  so  they  have  to  step  up  here, 
too,  at  some  point.  So  before  we  can  go  forward  with  dollar  one  out 
of  our  committee,  we  have  to  get  some  range  of  estimates  on  what 
the  players  are  going  to  bring  to  the  table. 

Mr.  Reed.  I  absolutely  concur,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  urged  the 
State  to  consider,  in  fact,  no  less  than  50  percent,  and  the  purpose 
of  my  meeting  with  the  Governor  is  to  get  those  concrete  assur- 
ances that  you  and  this  committee  need  to  go  forward. 

And  I  also  concur  that  Amtrak  is  a  party  to  this  proceeding  also 
and  should  also  be  cooperating  with  the  State  and  with  this  com- 
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mittee  to  reach  a  mutually  advantageous  solution  so  that  we  can 
allow  both  freight  and  passenger  service  to  thrive. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  do  not  want  to  let  Amtrak  off  the  hook  on  this. 
This  is  not  a  Federal-State  problem  to  solve.  Amtrak  signed  the 
contract.  They  did  not  get  our  approval  to  sign  the  contract.  They 
made  a  business  decision  this  was  a  good  contract  to  sign,  and  now 
it  is  a  contract  they  are  stuck  with,  i^d  we  want  to  help  the  situa- 
tion because  of  the  overall  policy  goals  here,  but  Amtrak  has  to 
come  to  the  table  on  this  as  well. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you. 

Does  Mr.  Machtley  support  this? 

Mr.  Reed.  He  does,  Mr.  Wolf.  In  fact,  Mr.  Machtley  was  with  us 
and  the  Chairman  when  we  did  the  tour.  He  has  been  very  sup- 
portive. He  was  committed  and  is  committed  to  this  project.  He  un- 
derstands, as  I  do,  the  incredible  importance  to  the  State  and  his 
role  as  a  Member  of  Congress.  He  has  been  a  strong  supporter. 

And,  as  I  said,  the  best  evidence  was  he  traveled  the  train  with 
the  Chairman  and  Mr.  DeLay  and  Mr.  Coleman  and  looked  at  all 
the  projects  with  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  he  has  spoken  personally  with  me  about  it  on  a 
number  of  occasions  and  is  in  complete  agreement.  This  is  a  bipar- 
tisan proposal. 

Mr.  Reed.  Absolutely,  this  is  for  the  development  of  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Reed.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Reed.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
NATIONAL  DESTITUTE  FOR  AVIATION  RESEARCH 

WITNESS 

HON.  DAN  GLICKMAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Next  on  my  list  is  my  good  friend  from  Kansas,  Dan 
Glickman,  who  I  am  not  accustomed  to  seeing  in  a  suit  without  a 
sunflower  on  the  lapel. 

Mr.  Glickman.  It  fell  off  on  the  way  here. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  is  on  your  tie. 

Mr.  Glickman.  That  is  right.  See,  Mr.  Wolf  is  very  astute. 

Mr.  Carr.  He  has  recovered  on  the  tie. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  be  here,  and  I  will  ask  that  my  statement  appear  in 
the  record. 

And  I  am  coming  here  to  seek  your  continued  support  for  the  Na- 
tional Institute  for  Aviation  Research  at  Wichita  State  University. 
I  am  requesting  $3  million. 

This  is  the  Institute,  by  the  way,  that  does  the  airline  perform- 
ance ratings  annually — just  rated  Southwest  Airlines  the  best  air- 
line in  the  United  States — but  does  this  on  an  annual  basis. 
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The  money  is  not  for  that  function,  however.  The  money  is  for, 
basically,  some  of  the  airline  safety  things  they  do. 

Number  one  is  advanced  cockpit.  There  was  a  two-year  project 
combining  advanced  simulation  and  avionics  and  human  factors  re- 
cently completed  at  the  Institute.  A  prototype  flight  simulator  was 
developed  for  the  FAA.  The  advent  of  GPS  for  navigation  and  the 
rapid  emergence  of  digitally  driven  displays  raises  many  new  is- 
sues, and  a  computer  upgrade  of  the  Institute  flight  simulator  is 
needed  to  evaluate  new  cockpit  instrumentation. 

Wake  vortex.  Aircraft  spacing  to  accommodate  better  projected 
growth  without  compromising  safety  will  require  better  information 
in  real  time  to  avoid  wake  vortex  upset  accidents.  The  Institute  is 
involved  with  this  with  the  FAA  and  NASA  right  now. 

Also,  the  Institute  is  doing  a  great  deal  of  work  on  Aircraft  Oper- 
ator Information  Systems,  creating  a  database  so  that  current  oper- 
ator information  is  available  so  that  safety  bulletins  can  be  distrib- 
uted in  a  timely  manner.  The  database  contains  information  on  all 
civil  commercial  aircraft  worldwide.  A  Phase  III  proposal  will  link 
aircraft  operator  information  with  other  FAA  data  files  to  produce 
a  modern,  computer-based,  rapid-response,  user-friendly  system 
and  to  provide  updates  using  CD-ROM  hardware. 

Finally,  post-crash  fires  are  a  continuing  problem.  The  Institute, 
along  with  NASA,  proposes  to  study  a  unique  method  for  using  a 
fine  mist  of  water,  a  fog  curtain,  rather  than  the  traditional  water 
spray  to  protect  passengers  in  the  event  of  an  aircrsift  fire.  That  fog 
curtain  concept  would  potentially  reduce  the  quantity  of  water  re- 
quired, reducing  weight  and  cost  of  some  water-based  fire-safety 
systems  being  proposed. 

The  Institute  is  also  involved  with  a  lot  of  work  on  aging  aircraft, 
propulsion  and  fuel  systems  and  crashworthiness. 

In  the  interest  of  time,  all  I  would  say  is  this  Institute  works 
closely  with  the  FAA  and  NASA.  Dan  Goldin,  head  of  NASA,  was 
just  out  there  at  the  Institute  last  month  saying  it  was  one  of  the 
best  universities  in  the  country  providing  help  on  NASA's  work  on 
materials  and  crashworthiness. 

The  FAA  is  involved  in  a  lot  of  your  programming.  Your  sub- 
committee has  been  of  very  great  help — great,  not  grave — they 
have  been  of  help  preventing  grave  problems  from  occurring,  but 
being  a  very  great  help  over  th^  years,  and  we  would  hope  you 
could  continue  that  help,  largely  because  they  do  good  work  and 
also  because  the  FAA  and  NASA  are  so  supportive  of  their  work. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  aware  of  the  work  they 
do  and  of  the  support  the  FAA  gives  them. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Glickman  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BY  REP.  DAN  GLICKMAN  (D-KS) 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before  your 
Subcommittee  this  morning  in  support  of  your  committee's  continued  funding  of 
the  National  Institute  for  Aviation  Research  at  Wichita  State  University. 

I  am  requesting  a  total  amount  of  $3  million  for  fiscal  year  1995.    The 
Institute,  a  Kansas  Center  of  Excellence,  has  been  engaged  in  aviation  research 
since  1985,  working  cooperatively  with  private  industry  and  state,  local  and 
federal  governments.    Securing  necessary  funding  for  the  Institute  is  extremely 
important  to  the  City  of  Wichita,  to  this  nation's  aviation  community,  and  to  me 
personally. 

As  you  know,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  utilizes  the  vital 
programs  of  the  Institute,  and  continued  funding  is  necessary  to  maintain  the 
high  quality  of  research  and  development  provided  to  both  the  federal 
government  and  this  nation's  civil  aviation  industry.    Continuing  and  projected 
research  programs  are  based  on  FAA  needs  and  priorities. 

The  Institute  is  currently  conducting  advanced  research  for  the  FAA  in 
the  area  of  flight  safety  and  atmospheric  hazards. 

Advanced  Cockpit:    A  two-year  project  combining  advanced  simulation  and 
avionics  and  human  factors  was  recently  completed  at  the  Institute.    A 
prototype  flight  simulator  for  evaluation  of  advanced  navigation  and  flight 
displays  and  flight  control  systems  was  developed  for  the  FAA.    The  advent  of 
GPS  for  navigation  and  the  rapid  emergence  of  digitally  driven  displays  raises 
many  new  issues  concerning  the  most  effective  information  to  be  displayed,  the 
best  arrangement  of  the  information,  variable  displays  and  standardization  to 
minimize  human  errors,  training  time  and  cost.    A  computer  upgrade  of  the 
Institute  flight  simulator  is  needed  to  evaluate  new  cockpit  instrument  and 
display  systems. 

Wake  Vortex:    State-of-the-art  methods  in  predicting  wake  hazard  are  not 
generally  capable  of  treating  wake  encounter  by  a  following  aircraft,  effects  of 
atmospheric  conditions,  ground  proximity,  etc.    In  the  last  two  years. 
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University  of  Kansas  researchers  have  investigated  an  effective  computational 
fluid  dynamics  (CFD)  method  of  calculating  wake  structure,  including  detailed 
roll-up  process.    By  combining  CFD  methods  and  computer  graphic  display 
technology,  the  final  objective  of  this  research  is  to  be  able  to  display  both  the 
wake-generating  and  the  following  aircraft,  as  well  as  wake  profile  including 
atmospheric  conditions  and  ground  proximity.    This  information  can  be  used  in 
the  air  traffic  control  system  to  provide  a  real-time  spacing  tool.    Aircraft 
spacing  to  accomodate  projected  growth  without  compromising  safety  will 
require  better  information  in  real-time  to  avoid  wake  vortex  upset 
accidents. 

The  Institute  also  is  doing  a  great  deal  of  work  on  Aircraft  Operator 
Information  Systems.    At  the  request  of  the  FAA,  the  Institute  developed  a 
modern  computerized  information  system  to  provide  current  operator 
information  so  that  safety  bulletins  can  be  distributed  in  a  timely  manner.    The 
data  base  contains  information  on  all  civil  commercial  aircraft  world-wide.    A 
Phase  III  proposal  will  link  aircraft  operator  information  with  other  FAA 
data  files  to  produce  a  modem,  computer-based,  rapid-response,  user- 
friendly  system  and  to  provide  updates  using  CD-rom  hardware. 

Finally,  as  you  know,  post-crash  fires  continue  to  be  a  major  cause  of 
injury  and  death  in  aircraft  accidents.   The  Institute  proposes  to  study  a 
unique  method  for  using  a  fine  mist  of  water  (fog  curtain)  rather  than 
traditional  water  spray  to  protect  passengers  in  the  event  of  an  aircraft 
cabin  fire.   The  fog  curtain  concept  would  potentially  reduce  the  quantity 
of  water  required,  reducing  weight  and  cost  of  some  water-based  fire-safety 
systems  being  proposed. 

In  addition  to  the  above  projects,  the  Institute  has  also  done  a  great  deal 
of  work  on  aging  aircraft,  propulsion  and  fuel  systems,  and  crashworthiness. 
Mr.  Chairman,  sustained  FAA  support  for  research  in  key  areas  is  absolutely 
essential  to  produce  expected  results  of  improved  safety  and  reduced 
certification  cost,  and  to  assure  the  competitive  viability  of  the  U.S.  aircraft 
manufacturing  industry. 

I  greatly  appreciate  your  Subcommittee's  past  support  for  the  National 
Institute  for  Aviation  Research  and  hope  you  will  continue  this  commitment  by 
providing  the  Institute  with  the  requested  $3  million  to  sustain  its  excellent 
work.    On  behalf  of  the  Wichita  residents  and  businesses  as  well  as  this  nation's 
aviation  community,  I  would  be  most  grateful. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 
Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions. 
Thank  you,  Dan.  Appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Thank  you  very  much.  Next  time  I  will  wear  my 
sunflower,  Mr.  Carr. 
Mr.  Carr.  I  can't  recall  any  time  ever  seeing  you  without  it. 
Mr.  Glickman.  I  feel  very  badly.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
SANTA  CRUZ  TRANSIT  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SAM  FARR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Next  on  my  list  in  order  of  appearance  is  my  good 
friend  from  California,  Sam  Farr. 

Congressman  Farr,  we  will  take  your  statement  and  put  it  in  the 
record.  If  you  would  like  to  summarize. 

Mr.  Farr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  a  statement  to  submit  to  the  committee  for  the  record, 
and  I  appreciate  your  taking  time  to  hear  the  two  projects  that  I 
have  in  California. 

Let  me  just  comment  that  in  1989  the  Loma  Prieta  epicenter  was 
in  Santa  Cruz  County.  Santa  Cruz  is  south  of  San  Francisco  be- 
tween Los  Angeles,  and  it  is  the  smallest  county  in  California  in 
land  area,  and  yet  it  is  one  of  the  more  progressive  in  its  transpor- 
tation systems. 

Scott  Galloway,  Executive  Director  of  the  Transportation  Com- 
mission, is  here  today.  They  have  entered  into  contracts  with  the 
universities,  with  the  community  colleges,  and  with  the  private  sec- 
tor to  provide  bus  transportation,  not  free,  but  you  buy  your  stu- 
dent body  card. 

The  earthquake  in  1989  destroyed  an  awful  lot  of  the  transit  fa- 
cilities, and  they  have  created  a  multimodal  transportation  system 
in  the  City  of  Santa  Cruz,  and  I  am  asking  here  today  for  $4.12 
million  in  Federal  assistance  under  Section  3  funds  which  will  pro- 
vide a  million  dollar  match  by  the  local  government  to  complete  the 
project.  And  the  remaining  $15  million  will  be  supported  by  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  as  part  of  the  Transit  Dis- 
trict's Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  Reconstruction  Fund. 

That  was  a  1989  earthquake,  and  what  we  have  discovered  is  we 
in  Congress  are  very  good  at  responding  to  earthquakes,  emergency 
response,  but  the  recovery  for  communities  is  very  difficult.  Ajid  in 
recovery  we  can  actually  build  a  better  system  than  we  had  before, 
and  that  is  exactly  what  is  going  to  be  done  with  this  project. 

The  Santa  Cruz  Metropolitan  Transit  District  provides  bus  serv- 
ices for  26,000  riders  a  day.  What  the  earthquake  did  is  it  de- 
stroyed about  50  percent  of  the  businesses  in  Santa  Cruz  in 
Watsonville.  They  were  damaged  beyond  repair,  wiping  out  a  large 
portion  of  the  economic  base  of  the  county.  Nearly  4,000  jobs  were 
lost  overnight,  and  the  rebuilding  efforts  have  been  slow. 

We  have  also  had  an  equally  devastating  effect  on  the  transpor- 
tation system.  They  lost  the  major  maintenance  and  operations  fa- 
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cility  in  Watsonville,  and  the  north  county  fueling  facility  at  its 
Santa  Cruz  operating  base  was  destroyed.  The  remaining  functions 
at  the  fueling  facility  will  have  to  be  relocated  because  it  is  on  the 
floodplain  of  the  San  Lorenzo  River. 

And,  as  a  result,  the  Transit  District  has  been  forced  to  lease  in- 
adequate facilities  at  seven  different  sites.  These  sites  are  spread 
all  around  the  county  and  the  distance  has  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  Transit  District's  operating  budget.  Also  congestion  and  air  pol- 
lution increased. 

So,  with  this  money,  they  will  consolidate  its  earthquake  damage 
facilities  with  other  leased  and  owned  facilities.  The  total  cost  is 
about  $20  million,  and  what  am  asking — requesting  of  this  commit- 
tee is  to  earmark  $4. 12  million  of  that  for  that  purpose. 

The  second  project  that  I  am  here  to  talk  about  is  a  very  exciting 
realization  that  we  can  use  a  rail  corridor  to  link  up  eventually  two 
great  State  universities,  one  the  University  of  California  at  Santa 
Cruz  and  the  other  a  brand  new  university  being  built  in  another 
county  to  the  south  with  the  closure  of  Fort  Ord  in  Monterey  Coun- 
ty, and  the  train  corridor  runs  right  between  the  two.  It  has  been 
abandoned — almost  abandoned. 

And  what  they  want  to  do  is  request  $4.75  million  in  Federal 
Transit  Administration  Section  3  new  start  funds  for  environ- 
mental analysis  and  preliminary  engineering.  And  this  project 
would  affect  the  most  heavily  traveled  and  most  congested  corridor 
in  the  Monterey  Bay  region. 

And  rather  than  just  widening  the  freeways  on  and  on,  it  will 
allow  us  to  build  on  the  coastal  terrace  or  use  the  coastal  terrace 
to  link  up  the  entire  region.  It  is  a  very  cost-effective  project,  and 
approximately  30  miles  of  track  can  be  used  for  this  project.  So  I 
would  request  those  funds. 

Be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

And,  in  closing,  I  am  new  to  Congress,  but  I  am  hearing  from  a 
lot  of  transit  officials  in  both  counties  that  I  represent,  and  they 
have  asked  me  to  compliment  this  committee  on  your  project  cri- 
teria. They  think  that  that  is  a  very  excellent  way  to  assure  that 
the  funds  are  allocated — are  done  in  a  cost-effective  manner.  And 
certainly  both  of  these  projects,  I  think,  really  rank  high  on  the 
committee  criteria.  So  I  would  hope  we  might  get  those  appropria- 
tions. 

Be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  compliment,  and  we  do 
believe  that  it  helps  the  process,  both  decision-making-wise  and  in 
terms  of  the  Congress'  public  relations  with  the  American  people 
and,  hopefully,  heightens  their  confidence  that  the  decisions  we 
make  are  based  on  good  criteria  as  opposed  to  less  acceptable  polit- 
ical considerations. 

I  do  not  have  any  further  requests.  We  may  be  getting  back  to 
you  about  some  details  we  may  need. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Farr  follows:] 
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THE  HONORABLE  SAM  FARR 

TESTIMONY 

TO 

THE  SUBCOMMmEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

OF 
THE  HOUSE  COMMTTTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

April  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  committee  today.  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention 
two  extremely  important  transit  projects  in  my  district.  The  first,  which  will  require 
funding  in  FY  1995,  is  the  consolidation  of  bus  facilities  in  conjunction  with  earthquake 
rebuilding  for  the  Semta  Cruz  Metropolitan  Transit  District  which  requires  $4.12  million 
in  federal  assistance.  The  second,  which  will  require  funding  in  FY  1996,  is  the  Fixed 
Guideway/Rail  Project  for  flte  Santa  Cruz  County  Regional  Transportation  Commission. 
Last  month,  I  requested  authorizations  for  both  of  these  projects  from  the  Subcommittee 
on  Surface  Transportation  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transf>ortation. 

I  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  efforts  to  inject  accoimtability  into  the 
congressional  earmarking  process  through  your  project  criteria.  This  is  an  excellent  way 
to  erwure  that  the  proposals  <ire  well-prepared,  innovative  and  of  the  highest  quality. 
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The  first  project  I  will  discuss  is  a  request  for  $4.12  million  in  Federal  assistance 
for  the  consolidation  of  bus  facilities  for  the  Santa  Cruz  Metropolitan  Transit  District,  a 
provider  of  bus  services  with  26,000  riders  per  day.  As  you  all  know,  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  of  1989  had  a  devastating  effect  on  Santa  Cruz  County.  Approximately  50 
percent  of  all  businesses  in  Santa  Cruz  and  Watsonville  were  damaged  beyond  repair, 
wiping  out  a  large  portion  of  the  economic  base  of  the  county.  Nearly  4,000  jobs  were 
lost  overnight  «md  rebuilding  efforts  have  been  slow. 

The  earthquake  had  am  equally  devastating  effect  on  the  transportation  systems 
of  the  area.  The  Santa  Cruz  Metropolitan  Transit  District  lost  its  major  maintenance  and 
operations  facility  in  Watsonville  and  the  north  county  fueling  facility  at  its  Santa  Cruz 
operating  base  was  destroyed.  The  remaining  functions  at  the  fueling  facility  must  be 
relocated  because  it  is  in  the  San  Lorenzo  River  floodplain.  As  a  result,  the  Transit 
District  has  been  forced  to  lease  inadequate  facilities  at  seven  different  sites.  These  sites 
are  spread  fill  around  the  county  and  their  distance  has  had  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
Transit  District's  operating  budget. 

In  response  to  this,  the  Transit  District  has  decided  to  consolidate  its  earthquake 
damaged  facilities  with  other  leased  and  owned  facilities.  The  total  cost  of  this 
consolidation  will  be  about  $20  million.  The  Transit  District  is  requesting  an  eeumark 
of  $4.12  million  in  Federal  Transit  Administration  Section  3  funds  and  will  provide  a  $1 
million  match  in  local  funding  to  complete  the  project.  The  remaining  $15  million  will 
be  supported  by  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  as  a  part  of  the  Transit 
District's  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  reconstruction  effort. 
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Without  Federal  assistance  for  this  project,  the  transit  District  estimates  that  it 
must  reduce  over  $600,000  worth  of  transit  bus  services  to  compensate  for  the  higher 
level  of  operating  cost  incurred  with  the  current  facility  arrangement.  The  Transit 
District  has  already  reduced  its  services  by  30  percent  in  1991. 

The  consolidation  of  the  Transit  District's  facilities  into  one  or  more  central 
facilities  in  a  timely  fashion  will  assist  in  restoring  services  to  their  prior  level  of 
operation,  improve  the  cost  effectiveness  of  transit  services  in  the  area  and  streamline 
its  operations.  The  cor\solidation  will  assist  the  Transit  District  in  making  progress 
toward  achieving  Federal  and  State  aur  quality  gOcds,  assist  in  the  compliance  with  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  expand  its  commuter  express  services  to  reduce 
congestion  on  the  highway  system  in  and  around  Santa  Cruz  County. 

In  calculating  the  benefit-cost  ratio  for  the  criteria,  the  Transit  District  took  into 
account  the  estimated  ii\flation  rate  and  discount  costs  for  the  project  over  the  next  30 
years,  which  is  consistent  with  instructions  by  the  Office  of  Memagement  and  Budget 
and  Federal  Transit  Administration,  and  achieved  an  improved  benefit<ost  ratio  of  2.89. 
This  clearly  demonstrates  the  long-term  societal,  environmental  «md  transportation 
benefits  of  this  important  project. 

Let  me  now  briefly  discuss  the  second  project,  the  Santa  Cruz  Fixed  Cuideway/ 
Rail  Project.  In  FY  1996,  I  will  be  requesting  $4.75  million  in  Federal  Transit 
Administration  Section  3  new  start  funds  for  environmental  analysis  and  preliminary 
engineering.   The  project  would  affect  the  most  heavily  travelled  and  most  congested 
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corridor  in  the  Monterey  Bay  region  and  incorporates  the  urban /suburban  areas  of  the 
coastal  terrace  from  the  University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz  campus,  to  the  City  of 
Watson ville  and  Watson ville  Junction  along  Highway  1,  using  existing  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  right  of  way.  The  corridor  will  connect  at  Watsonville  Junction  with  other  rail 
lines  in  Cedifomia,  including  those  serving  Monterey  County  and  Fort  Ord.  The  primary 
generators  of  traffic  in  this  corridor  are  the  University  of  California-Santa  Cruz,  Cabrillo 
Community  College,  three  coastal  dty  center  commercial  areas,  a  regioncil  commercial 
center,  three  major  industrial  areas,  and  the  most  popular  Pacific  Ocean  beaches  in 
Northern  California,  including  access  to  the  Monterey  Bay  National  Marine  Sanctuary. 
The  basis  for  the  Santa  Cruz  Fixed  Guideway/Rail  Project  is  an  existing  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  branch  line  which  runs  approximately  30  miles  from  Watsonville 
Jimction  in  Monterey  County,  northwest  along  Monterey  Bay  to  Santa  Cruz  and 
Davenport.  Another  existing  line  connects  with  the  Southern  Pacific  line  at  the  Santa 
Cruz  Beach  Boardwalk  and  travels  north  through  Santa  Cruz  to  Felton.  The  Southern 
Pacific  line  connects  virtually  all  of  the  areas  which  are  primary  generators  of  traffic 
The  only  exception  to  using  these  rail  lines  would  be  the  need  for  a  new  rail  connection 
for  the  University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz.  Studies  have  shown  that  the  future  travel 
times  on  this  rail  corridor  would  be  able  to  compete  with  that  of  the  automobile  and 
provide  a  true  transit  alternative  to  residents.  The  use  of  the  Southern  Pacific  lines 
makes  the  project  feasible  for  a  small  county  such  as  Santa  Cruz  and  fits  perfectly  with 
the  unique  character  of  Santa  Cruz  County,  providing  a  long-term  investment  in  a  multi- 
modal transportation  system  for  the  region. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  for  your  consideration 
of  these  two  projects  which  are  of  vital  interest  to  my  district  and  allowing  me  to  testify 
before  your  committee  on  their  behalf.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future 
on  these  and  other  transportation  needs. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
PINNERS  POINT  CONNECTOR  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  ROBERT  C.   SCOTT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 
HON.  OWEN  PICKETT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  interest  of  time,  I  think  I  would  ask  the  next 
witness,  my  good  friend 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  coming.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  want  to  acknowledge  the  presence  of  Congress- 
woman  Molinari  here  as  well.  She  did  not  get  up  quite  to  the  table 
with  Bobby  Scott. 

We  do  have  a  vote.  Maybe  we  better  go  and  make  that  vote  and 
return.  Would  that  be  acceptable? 

Mr.  ScOTT.  If  I  could,  I  could  take  about  two  minutes,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  would  be  fine. 

Ms.  MOLINARL  If  you  want,  I  will  run  and  vote  now  and  then 
come  back. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Ms.  MOLINARL  Sure.  Be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Scott.  I  have  a  quick  meeting  after  the  vote,  and  I  appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  Scott.  I  will  submit  a  statement  for  the  record. 

Basically,  this  project  is  the  Pinners  Point  Connector.  We  have, 
in  Hampton-Roads,  at  Route  64  and  664,  formed  essentially  a  belt- 
way  around  Hampton-Roads.  There  is  a  freeway — a  new  freeway — 
that  goes  toward  the  center  into  downtown  Norfolk  into  one  of  the 
two  tunnels,  the  Midtown  Tunnel.  Unfortunately,  right  at  the  end 
of  the  freeway  and  the  beginning  of  the  tunnel  there  are  about  five 
or  six  blocks  of  residential  traffic  in  a  historic  area  that  you  have 
to  wander  through  to  get  to  the  tunnel,  and  this  connection  is  what 
we  are  talking  about. 

There  is  a  port  facility  right  there,  so  the  tractor-trailers  who  are 
coming  in  have  to  wander  through  this  area  before  they  can  get  on 
the  interstate. 

We  are  asking  for  $45  million  for  the  construction  of  the  Pinners 
Point  Connector. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  another  project,  St.  Paul's  Boulevard.  We 
are  receiving  additional  information  on  this  project,  Mr.  Chairman, 
so  I  would  like  to  submit  comments  for  the  record  in  a  few  days. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Mr.  ScOTT.  Owen  Pickett  was  not  able  to  make  it,  but  he  wanted 
me  to  convey  his  support  for  this  project,  too. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Robert  C.  Scott  and  the 
Hon.  Owen  Pickett  follow:] 
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Remarks  for  Congressman  Robert  C.  Scott 
Appropriations  Subconmittee  on  Transportation 

Thank  You,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on 
behalf  of  a  transportation  project  in  the  Haunpton- Roads  region, 
the  Pinners  Point  Connector. 

This  project  has  been  placed  on  the  State  Improvement  Plan  and  is 
a  top  priority  in  the  region.   The  Virginia  Department  of 
Transportation  (VDOT)  has  already  allocated  Federal  formula 
funding  to  these  projects,  but  additional  federal  funds  are 
necessary  for  this  project  to  proceed  to  construction  in  a  timely 
manner. 

This  project  will  provide  a  much  needed  missing  link  in  the 
regional  highway  system.   The  Pinners  Point  Connector  would  link 
a  new  freeway  euid  the  Portsmouth  end  of  the  Midtown  Tunnel  which 
connects  the  cities  of  Norfolk  and  Portsmouth. 

By  connecting  these  major  regional  highways,  this  project  will 
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mitigate  the  heavy  traffic  flow  that  must  now  go  through  local 
streets  and  residential  neighborhoods.   It  will,  also,  relieve 
the  congestion  that  has  become  an  impediment  to  regional  travel 
and  local  economic  development. 

We  are  seeking  an  appropriation  of  $45  million  for  the 
construction  of  the  Pinners  Point  Connector.   This  project  has 
significant  environmental  and  intermodal  transportation  benefits. 
Currently,  the  western  freeway  terminates  onto  a  two  lane  local 
street  in  the  Port  Norfolk  historic  residential  neighborhood  in 
Portsmouth  before  reaching  the  Midtown  Tunnel  entrance.   The 
proposed  connector  would  relieve  the  heavy  local  traffic  flow 
that  must,  consequently,  pass  through  this  neighborhood.   Air 
quality,  as  well  as  travel  time  and  auto  safety,  would 
dramatically  improve  as  a  result  of  this  project. 

Additionally,  the  Pinners  Point  Connector  will  be  a  major  aid  to 
the  region's  port  activity.   Intermodalism  will  be  improved  since 
a  major  user  of  the  Pinners  Point  Connector  will  be  the  ports  of 
Hampton  Roads,  among  the  most  important  along  the  United  States' 
Atlantic  Coast  and  critical  to  Virginia's  economic  growth  and 
development. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  allowing  me  time  this  week 
to  testify,  and  strongly  encourage  your  consideration  of  this 
project. 
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TESTIMONY  OF 
THE  HONORABLE  OWEN  PICKETT 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  on  behalf  of  two 
projects  which  are  vital  to  the  Hampton  Roads  region. 

The  Pinner's  Point  Connector  and  the  St.  Paul's  Boulevard  Flyover 
will  unite  several  regional  highways  that  currently  spill  out  into 
the  neighborhood  streets  of  Norfolk  and  Portsmouth.  The  resulting 
congestion  is  an  environmental  hazard  as  well  as  an  obstacle  to 
economic  development . 

Norfolk  is  making  great  efforts  to  develop  its  economic  viability, 
particularly  necessary  in  the  face  of  military  downsizing,  through 
such  developments  as  the  Nauticus  Maritime  Center,  scheduled  to  open 
this  summer.   The  failure  to  proceed  with  these  two  transportation 
projects  could  have  adverse  effects  on  such  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  importance  of  this  project  to  my  district  and  the 
Hampton  Roads  region  is  evidenced  in  several  ways.   The  State  of 
Virginia  has  included  the  Pinner's  Point  Connector  on  its  draft 
National  Highway  System  map  reflecting  the  great  importance  of  this 
facility  to  the  future  regional  transportation  system  in  Hampton 
Roads.   Moreover,  the  Hampton  Roads  Metropolitan  Planning 
Organization  has  officially  listed  the  Pinner's  Point  Connector  as 
the  region's  top  unfunded  transportation  priority . 
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The  recent  commitment  of  $12  million  in  statewide  discretionary 
federal  Surface  Transportation  Program  Funds  by  the  State's 
Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  for  construction  of  this  project 
also  highlights  its  critical  value. 

The  $45  million  demonstration  project  funding  would  be  approximately 
60%  of  the  total  project  cost,  estimated  at  $76  million.   While  the 
State  and  region  are  clearly  committed  to  funding  the  Pinner's  Point 
Connector,  the  project  is  too  large  to  be  constructed  in  a  timely 
manner  through  the  regular  State  urban  construction  program. 
Improving  Virginia's  existing  Interstate  infrastructure  leaves 
little  NHS  money  to  construct  needed  facilities. 

Thus,  additional  Federal  funds  are  vital  for  project  construction. 
Required  environmental  studies,  engineering  and  design  and  right- 
of-way  acquisition  are  being  funded  from  other  sources. 

The  $1.55  million  appropriation  request  for  the  St.  Paul's  Boulevard 
Flyover  is  a  relatively  small  funding  request  considering  the 
enormous  benefits  for  the  region.   The  request  is  approximately  20% 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  project,  a  modest  $7.6  million,  of  which 
$4.3  million  in  State  urban  improvement  funds  has  already  been 
allocated. 

Planning  for  both  of  these  projects  is  in  place,  but  we  need  Federal 
assistance  to  complete  it  and  move  ahead  with  construction.  Their 
long-term  regional  economic,  environmental  and  safety  benefits  far 
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outweigh  the  initial  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  these  projects, 
and  thank  you  for  the  time  to  testify  on  their  behalf. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Scott,  we  welcome  you  to  the  committee  and 
thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  have  no  questions  in  light  of  the 
time.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Scott.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Scott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  take  a  short  recess  for  the  vote. 

[Recess.  1 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
INDIANA  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  get  under  way  again.  We  are  pleased  to  have 
with  us  my  distinguished  colleague  from  Indiana.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  will  take  your  best  advice  here. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf.  I  appre- 
ciate your  letting  me  testify.  I  will  ask  that  you  put  my  statement 
here  into  the  record. 

I  am  asking  for  two  projects.  One  is  $5.3  million  for  design  of  a 
new  U.S.  231  in  Spencer  County,  Indiana.  Your  subcommittee  ap- 
proved that  last  year,  and  we  thank  you  for  that.  This  is  part  of 
a  larger  effort,  $103  million,  over  nine  fiscal  years. 

And  the  second  request  I  am  making  is  for  design  and  purchase 
right-of-way  for  a  new  Ohio  River  bridge  in  the  greater  Louisville, 
Kentucky,  area  connecting  Kentucky  and  Indiana.  That  is  a  very 
large  project  as  well. 

The  231  project  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  new  four-lane  high- 
way to  replace  an  existing  two-lane  road.  Some  preliminary  work 
is  now  being  done  by  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation. 
They  have  completed  the  project  scope  and  an  environmental  over- 
view. Public  hearings  and  design  work  will  begin  in  1994,  land  ac- 
quisition in  1996  and  1997  and  construction  in  1997.  It  will  cost 
about  $94  million. 

The  Transportation  Appropriations  bill  for  1994  included  $6.8 
million  for  this  project.  That  funding,  of  course,  was  eliminated  on 
the  House  Floor  and  not  included  in  the  final  version  of  the  bill. 

This  project,  clearly,  would  improve  the  transportation  network 
in  the  region.  It  is  an  important  corridor  in  southern  Indiana.  It 
is  a  road  today  that  is  narrow  and  winding  and  hilly,  and  a  recon- 
structed four-lane  roadway  would  provide  a  safer,  easier  route  for 
traffic  heading  north  and  south  between  the  two  States. 

Our  deceased  colleague.  Chairman  Natcher,  had  a  particular  in- 
terest in  this  because  of  its  connection  with  Kentucky,  and  he  was 
very  helpful  in  moving  it  forward. 

A  new  bridge  is  going  to  be  built  near  Rockport,  Indiana,  where 
U.S.  231  intersects  with  State  Road  66.  The  piers  are  now  under 
construction,  and  work  on  that  bridge  will  be  completed  in  1997  or 
1998. 
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Obviously,  this  highway  would  be  a  tremendous  help  to  economic 
development  in  Spencer  County.  That  is  the  old  Lincoln  country, 
Lincoln  Boyhood  State  Park.  There  is  Holiday  World  there,  a  Lin- 
coln Boyhood  National  Memorial  there,  and  expanding  231  would 
certainly  increase  visitors. 

Now,  the  Ohio  River  bridge,  which  is  the  second  one,  that  project 
calls  for  production  of  a  new  bridge  across  the  Ohio  River  in  the 
greater  Louisville  metropolitan  area.  The  States  of  Indiana  and 
Kentucky  have  agreed  in  principle  to  the  construction  of  the  bridge. 
Studies  have  been  conducted,  a  consultant  is  now  assessing  the 
possible  locations  of  the  bridge,  and  construction  under  our  sce- 
nario would  begin  in  1998. 

This  offers  all  kinds  of  benefits  to  the  greater  Louisville  area, 
stimulating  economic  growth,  job  creation,  providing  a  direct  north- 
south  interstate  linkage  to  one  of  the  major  growth  areas  for  the 
Kentuckiana  region,  and  it  would  certainly  forge  strong  ties  be- 
tween my  State  of  Indiana  and  Jefferson  county,  where  Louisville 
is  located  in  Kentucky.  It  would  help  alleviate  traffic  problems  and 
improve  travel  times,  increase  average  vehicle  speed. 

The  Kennedy  Bridge,  which  now  goes  across  the  river  in  Louis- 
ville, has  been  there  for  many  years,  beginning  to  have  real  main- 
tenance problems,  and  the  traffic  load  in  the  area  simply  demands 
another  bridge. 

There  is  a  lot  of  interest  in  this  project  locally.  The  States  agree 
about  the  need  for  a  new  bridge,  and  we  are  now  working  to  de- 
velop a  consensus  position  on  the  location  of  the  bridge,  and  I  am 
hopeful  that  that  can  be  resolved  soon. 

The  Federal  funding,  of  course,  is  critically  important  for  these 
projects,  and  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  has  com- 
mitted State  matching  funds  but  cannot,  of  course,  meet  the  ex- 
pense of  design  and  construction  work.  Indiana  is  a  donor  State. 
We  got  84  cents  back  on  the  dollar,  and  its  highway  budget,  as  I 
presume  is  true  of  many  other  States,  is  severely  constrained. 

These  are  high  priority  merits  for  me,  for  my  constituents,  and 
I  have  been  very  grateful  for  the  cooperation  we  have  had  from 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this  subcommittee  in  the  past.  We  ask  you 
to  look  carefully  and,  if  at  all  possible,  favorably  upon  these  re- 
quests. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  All  right,  sir. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Hamilton  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.   Thank  you  for 
providing  me  with  an  opportunity  to  testify  today  in  support  of 
projects  of  particular  importance  to  the  Ninth  Congressional 
District  of  Indiana. 

I  am  seeking  your  assistance  in  appropriating  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1995  for  two  transportation  projects  in  my  Indiana  district. 

First,  I  am  seeking  $5.3  million  to  design  a  new  U.S.  231  from 
the  junction  of  State  Road  66  in  Spencer  County,  Indiana  to  the 
border  of  Dubois  County,  Indiana.   Your  subcommittee  approved 
funding  for  this  project  last  year.   The  total  cost  for  this  effort 
over  the  next  nine  fiscal  years  will  be  $103  million. 

Second,  I  am  requesting  $28.1  million  to  design  and  purchase 
right-of-way  for  a  new  Ohio  River  bridge  in  the  greater  Louisville 
metropolitan  area.   The  total  cost  for  this  effort  over  the  next 
nine  fiscal  years  will  be  $138  million. 

I  am  working  with  the  Public  Works  Committee  to  include  these 
two  projects  in  this  year's  National  Highway  System  authorization 
bill. 

U.S.  231  project 

This  proposal  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  new  four-lane 
highway  to  replace  the  existing  two- lane  road.   The  Indiana 
Department  of  Transportation  is  now  conducting  preliminary  design 
and  corridor  location  work  on  this  23 -mile  stretch  of  road.   The 
Department  has  completed  the  project  scope  and  an  environmental 
overview.   It  will  complete  public  hearings  and  begin  design  work  on 
the  route  in  1994;  acquire  land  in  1996-1997;  and  begin  construction 
work  in  1997.   Construction  work  will  cost  about  $94  million. 

The  Transportation  Appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1994,  as 
approved  by  the  House  Appropriations  Committee,  included  $6.8 
million  for  this  project.   This  funding  was  eliminated  on  the  House 
floor  and  not  included  in  the  final  version  of  the  bill. 

The  proposed  highway  would  greatly  improve  the  current 
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transportation  network  in  this  region.   U.S.  231  is  an  important 
corridor  for  interstate  trucking,  linking  1-64  in  Indiana  to 
Owensboro  and  the  Kentucky  parkway  system  in  the  south.   However, 
the  existing  highway  cannot  handle  the  truck  traffic.   It  is  narrow, 
winding,  and  hilly.   A  reconstructed  four-lane  roadway  would  provide 
a  safer,  easier  route  for  traffic  heading  north  and  south  between 
the  two  states . 

The  U.S.  231  project  would  also  provide  an  important  link  to 
the  new  bridge  outside  Owensboro.  As  you  know,  the  states  of 
Kentucky  and  Indiana  have  agreed  to  replace  the  U.S.  231  bridge  at 
Owensboro.  A  new  bridge  will  be  built  northeast  of  Rockport, 
Indiana  where  U.S.  231  intersects  State  Road  66.   The  bridge  piers 
are  under  construction,  and  work  on  the  bridge  will  be  completed  in 
1997  or  1998. 

The  proposed  highway  would  also  be  a  boon  to  economic 
development  in  Spencer  County,  Indiana  and  surrounding  communities 
in  Indiana  and  Kentucky.   Spencer  County  is  one  of  the  poorer 
counties  in  the  state,  but  has  enormous  potential  for  growth, 
particularly  in  tourism.   The  county  includes  the  Lincoln  Boyhood 
National  Memorial,  the  Lincoln  Boyhood  State  Park,  and  Holiday 
World,  a  regional  amusement  park.   Expanding  U.S.  231  promises  to 
increase  visitors  to  this  scenic  and  historic  area. 

Ohio  River  bridge 

This  proposal  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  new  bridge  across 
the  Ohio  River  in  the  greater  Louisville  metropolitan  area.   The 
states  of  Indiana  and  Kentucky  have  agreed  in  principle  to  the 
construction  of  the  bridge.   Several  studies  have  been  conducted  on 
various  aspects  of  the  project,  and  a  consultant  is  now  assessing 
possible  locations  for  the  bridge.   Indiana  and  Kentucky  are  working 
to  agree  on  a  bridge  corridor  this  year.   Construction  would  begin 
in  1998,  and  cost  a  total  of  $91  million. 

A  new  bridge  offers  several  important  benefits  to  the  greater 
Louisville  area.   First,  it  would  stimulate  economic  growth  and  job 
creation  in  the  area;  one  recent  study  estimates  the  bridge  would 
create  up  to  17,300  new  jobs.   Second,  it  would  provide  direct 
north- south  interstate  linkage  to  one  of  the  major  growth  areas  for 
the  Kentuckiana  region.   Third,  a  new  bridge  would  forge  stronger 
economic  ties  between  Clark  and  Floyd  Counties  in  Indiana  and 
Jefferson  County  in  Kentucky,  making  the  area  more  competitive  in 
the  regional  and  national  economies.   Fourth,  it  would  help 
alleviate  traffic  problems,  improving  travel  times,  increasing 
average  vehicle  speed,  and  reducing  air  pollution  and  accidents. 

There  is  considerable  interest  locally  in  the  successful 
completion  of  this  project.   Both  the  local  Metropolitan  Planning 
Organization  and  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  have 
included  this  project  in  their  long-range  transportation  plans . 

Both  states  agree  about  the  need  for  a  new  bridge,  and  are  now 
working  to  develop  a  consensus  position  on  the  precise  location  of 
the  bridge.   I  am  hopeful  that  this  matter  will  be  resolved  in  the 
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coming  months  as  discussions  between  Indiana  and  Kentucky  officials 
proceed. 

Conclusion 

Federal  funding  is  critical  to  the  success  of  these  two 
projects.  The  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  has  committed 
the  state  matching  funds  for  the  projects  in  its  long-term  highway 
program,  but  cannot  meet  the  expense  of  design  and  construction  work 
at  this  time.   Indiana  is  a  donor  state  (it  receives  84  cents  for 
every  dollar  it  contributes  to  the  highway  trust  fimd)  ,  and  its 
highway  budget  is  severely  constrained.  Securing  the  special 
federal  funding  would  enable  the  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation  to  move  forward  on  these  two  projects. 

These  projects  are  high  priorities  for  state  and  local 
officials  in  Indiana.   I  want  to  be  helpful  to  them  in  their  efforts 
to  improve  the  highway  system  and  promote  economic  development  in 
the  state .   I  urge  your  approval  of  these  two  requests . 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

For  the  record,  Lee,  I  welcome  you  here  to  the  Committee.  I  ap- 
preciate your  testimony. 

I  don't  have  any  questions,  but  I  cannot  let  this  opportunity  go 
to  raise  an  issue  which  is  totally  divorced  from  this  but  something 
which  bothers  me  so  much. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  come  together  with  regard  to  a  policy 
concerning  what  is  taking  place  over  there  in  Bosnia  now.  I  know 
you  are  Chairman  of  the  committee,  and  I  really  think  this  Con- 
gress has  to  go  on  record  to  lift  the  arms  embargo. 

The  slaughter  taking  place  in  Grorazde  will  not  be  as  visible  as 
Sarajevo  because  the  TV  cameras  cannot  get  in  there,  but  there  are 
reports  coming  out  by  radio  and  shortwave  radio.  We  know  we  are 
not  going  to  send  American  troops  there,  but,  my  goodness,  not  to 
lift  the  arms  embargo  to  allow  them  to  defend  themselves.  I  just 
don't  know  how  this  Congress  10  or  15  years  from  now,  when  his- 
tory looks  at  this,  will  be  able  to  explain  what  it  did. 

I  apologize  for  breaking  in.  I  am  sympathetic  to  your  testimony, 
and  you  know  I  have  great  respect  for  you.  But  as  Chairman  of 
that  committee  I  just  could  not  miss  this  opportunity  because  I  ran 
for  Congress  so  I  could  do  what  I  think  is  important.  And  I  think 
this  is  something  very  important.  And  I  wanted  to  raise  it. 

I  have  no  further  questions  and  yield  back  the  time. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  thank  you  for  your  comments,  Mr.  Wolf. 

There  is  some  sense  of  Congress  language  in  this  State  Depart- 
ment Conference  Report  we  will  be  voting  on  next  week  with  re- 
gard to  lifting  the  embargo  which  I  would  suggest  you  take  a  look 
at.  It  is  only  sense  of  Congress,  but  it  would  put  the  Congress  on 
record  with  respect  to  it. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hamilton. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
STATEN  ISLAND  FERRY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SUSAN  MOLINARI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  now  recognize  Congresswoman  Susan 
Molinari  from  New  York.  Welcome  back  to  the  Committee. 

Ms.  Molinari.  Thank  you.  It  is  nice  to  be  back,  I  think. 

I  want  to  just  take  a  few  moments.  I  have  my  entire  testimony 
and  ask  that  it  be  submitted  in  full  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will. 

Ms.  Molinari.  I  just  want  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  talk  to  you 
about  the  issue  that  I  always  talk  to  you  about,  and  that  is  ferries. 

Now  I  know  that  most  of  you  are  now  aware  that  the  Staten  Is- 
land Ferry  system  is  not  a  ferry  system  that  is  used  for  amusement 
or  sport,  that  it  is,  in  fact,  a  real  transportation  system  for  the  peo- 
ple that  I  serve  and  is  a  vital  link,  in  particular  for  two  reasons: 
Number  one,  because  New  York  city  is  the  only  city  that  is  not 
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meeting  the  Clean  Air  Act  standards.  So  the  ferry  enables  65,000 
people  a  day  to  get  out  of  their  cars. 

Aiid  also  because  there  is  a  12-  to  15-year  road  reconstruction 
project  because  that  is  how  we  do  things  so  quickly  in  the  City  of 
New  York  that  is — most  times  leads  the  only  roadway  that  we  have 
between  Staten  Island  and  Brooklyn  and  Manhattan  to  one  lane, 
which  serves  to  produce  severe  congestion,  frustration  and  brings 
out  the  worst  in  all  of  us  New  Yorkers. 

So  with  that  as  a  basis  for  testimony,  I  am  here  to  testify  and 
request  on  two  specific  projects.  One  is  the  Staten  Island  Feny 
Terminal  located  in  Manhattan.  That  would  be  actually  in  Con- 
gressman Jerry  Nadler's  district,  although  it  does  serve  the  major- 
ity of  my  constituents. 

As  I  said,  it  is  as  a  result  of  a  fire  in  1991  that  the  city  has  spent 
over  $15  million  themselves  on  emergency  funds  to  put  together  a 
temporary  facility,  but  we  are  now  nearing  completion  of  design  of 
a  new  ferry  terminal,  and  construction  is  due  to  start  in  1996.  The 
total  cost  of  the  facility  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $127  mil- 
lion. I  am  seeking  $20  million  to  be  able  to  begin  this  project  so 
that  construction  is  not  delayed. 

The  other  opportunity  that  I  think  is  a  tremendous  opportunity 
and  was  gratefully  recognized  by  this  committee  last  year  is  $12 
million  that  was  authorized  in  ISTEA  for  a  high-speed  ferry  service 
between  Staten  Island  to  midtown  Manhattan.  One  million  was 
proposed  in  fiscal  year  1992,  but  when  New  York  City  was  not 
ready  to  move  forward  on  the  project  in  fiscal  year  1993  no  funds 
were  appropriated,  and  the  authorization  has  expired. 

The  city,  gratefully  under  a  new  administration,  is  now  anxious 
to  move  ahead  with  this  project.  We  actually  have  contractors  to 
build  two  high-speed  ferryboats  that  will  make  this  ride  in  18  min- 
utes. It  will  be  self-funding.  It  is  a  private  company,  but  we  do 
need  $11  million  to  provide  the  infrastructure  on  the  shore  side  to 
welcome  those  boats.  And,  after  that,  private  industry  will  take  off, 
and  we  will  be  taking  several  other  tens  of  thousands  of  individuals 
out  of  their  cars  and  onto  the  streets. 

Let  me  just  conclude  by  saying  that,  yes,  I  am  a  member  of  the 
authorizing  committee.  That  I  know  you  are  aware  of.  And  I  am 
going  to  be  seeking  authorization  in  the  national  highway  systems 
bill,  which  we  will  be  marking  up  in  May.  And,  unfortunately,  this 
procedure  comes  before  it,  so  I  did  want  to  take  advantage  of  the 
opportunity  and  your  graciousness  to  make  the  appropriations  re- 
quest to  before  the  authorization. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Molinari  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

C0N6RESSW0MAN  SUSAN  MOLIMAai 

BEFORE 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

THURSDAY,  APRIL  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today. 

I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  ferries.   Though  not  the 
most  popular  mode  of  transportation  your  committee  funds,  ferries 
are  the  most  important  mode  of  transportation  for  my 
constituents.   For  Staten  Islanders,  ferries  are  an  accepted  mode 
of  transportation  that  take  advantage  of  "nature's  roadways." 
Ferries  are  not  a  far  fetched  demonstration  project  in  my 
district,  they  are  a  dependable,  effective  and  needed 
transportation  link.   Because  New  York  City  is  the  only  city  that 
is  not  meeting  Clean  Air  Act  standards,  mass  transit  that 
actually  takes  people  out  of  their  cars  is  essential. 

These  projects  take  on  added  significance  because  of  the  12 
to  15  year  reconstruction  of  the  Gowanus  Expressway,  the  main 
transportation  corridor  between  my  district  and  Manhattan. 
During  this  reconstruction  period,  lane  restrictions  and 
increased  traffic  will  make  this  already  congested  thoroughfare 
almost  impassible.   I  have  enclosed  a  map  of  the  region  with  my 
testimony  to  illustrate  the  relationship  between  my  request  and 
the  reconstruction  of  the  Gowanus  Expressway. 

Also  attached  to  my  testimony  you  will  find  detailed 
information  on  the  scope  and  status  of  the  two  ferry  projects  I 
will  now  summarize  for  you.   The  New  York  City  Department  of 
Transportation  is  currently  completing  the  investment -based 
criteria  for  transit  projects  issued  by  the  Subcommittee  on  May 
5,  1993.   I  expect  to  have  this  information  to  you  before  the  end 
of  the  month. 


STATEN  ISLAND  FERRY  -  WHITEHALL  TERMINAL 

As  I  testified  before  the  committee  last  year,  the  Whitehall 
Terminal  was  destroyed  by  fire  in  September  1991.   New  York  City 
has  already  spent  over  $15  million  on  emergency  and  interim  work 
at  the  terminal  site.   The  New  York  City  Department  of 
Transportation  and  the  New  York  City  Economic  Development 
Corporation  have  worked  quickly  to  get  this  project  to  the  design 
stage  and  construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  early  in  1996. 

The  Staten  Island  Ferry  is  the  nation's  first  publicly  owned 
mass  transit  system.   65,000  commuters  a  day,  22  million  a  year. 
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use  the  Staten  Ferry.  This  nvunber  will  certainly  grow  because  of 
the  Gowanus  Expressway  reconstruction  and  would  grow  even  more  if 
the  facilities  are  in^jroved. 

Design  of  this  new  facility  is  nearing  completion  and 
constiruction  is  due  to  start  in  1996.   Total  cost  of  the  facility 
is  estimated  to  be  $127  million.   I  am  seeking  $20  million  for 
this  project  and  hope  the  committee  might  be  cible  to  provide  a 
portion  of  these  funds  in  FY  1995. 

STATEN  ISLAND  TO  MIDTONN  FERRY 

In  1991  I  worked  to  incorporate  a  $12  million  high-speed 
ferry  demonstration  project  in  ISTEA.   $1  million  was 
appropriated  in  FY  1992,  but  when  New  York  City  was  not  ready  to 
move  forward  on  the  project  in  FY  1993,  no  funds  were 
appropriated  and  the  authorization  expired.   New  York  City  is  now 
anxious  to  move  ahead  with  this  project. 

Everyday  20,000  Staten  Island  residents  commute  to  Midtown 
Manhattan.   Approximately  5,000  make  an  exhausting  multi-mode 
commute  that  involves  the  ferry  and  a  bus  or  train  on  either  side 
of  New  York  Harbor.   The  other  15,000  commuters  drive  alone  or 
depend  on  express  bus  service.   The  principle  route  from  Staten 
Island  to  Midtown  Manhattan  is  the  Gowanus  Expressway.   Due  to 
the  aforementioned  Gowanus  construction,  these  commuters  will 
soon  be  looking  for  an  alternative  route  to  their  destination. 

The  $11  million  I  am  requesting  for  this  project  is  to 
improve  the  shore  side  infrastructure  for  a  privately  owned  and 
operated  ferry  service.   An  operator  for  this  route  has  already 
been  selected  by  Governor  Cuomo' s  High  Speed  Ferry  Task  Force  and 
the  operator  has  secured  $11.3  million  in  private  financing  to 
build  two  high  speed  ferries  in  Mamaroneck,  New  York. 

I  am  working  with  my  colleagues  on  the  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  Committee  to  authorize  both  these  projects  in  the 
National  Highway  System  legislation.   New  York  City  Commissioner 
of  Transportation  Lee  Sanders  and  New  York  State  Commissioner  of 
Transportation  John  Egan  both  came  ito   Washington  to  let  the 
Public  Works  Committee  know  of  their  support  for  these  projects. 
While  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  taking  up  a  majority  of  Pviblic 
Work's  time  at  this  moment,  we  plan  to  markup  the  NHS  bill  in 
May. 

I  hope  that  I  will  be  successful  in  having  these  projects 
incorporated  in  the  NHS  legislation  and  that  the  impropriations 
Committee  will  be  able  to  provide  the  funding  these  projects 
deserve  in  this  and  future  fiscal  years. 

Once  again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.   I  would  now  be 
glad  to  answer  questions  Members  of  the  Committee  may  have. 
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Staten  Island>Midtown  Ferry  Service  -  Project  Fact  Sheet  3/11/M 

Origtiu  Saetion  303  5(d)  of  the  IntctniixlalSiix&ceTiaoqxirtMianSfikiaK^  Act  of  1991(1^^ 
Federal  Transit  Administration  to  Dcgotiate  a  $12  milUoa  ^ant  agreenmt  nidi  NYCJXTT  to  'cany  ai.  capital 
improvements  under  the  Staten  Islanl-Mdtown  Fcny  Service  Dgimutualionftopam.'  lias  'camnitrd'  project 
wos  promoted  heavily  by  U.S.  Rep.  Suan  MoUnari  (R.)  of  Staten  Island.   SeaHor  Moynihan  has  also  pennrally 
expressed  bis  support  for  this  project 

Funding  Status:  sn  Tnjli;,»n  if  .Mrttuwi-,^  cnfcrfl  rr^n«w,ln» hf^nafjaaj^BateA 

Development  Strategy:  The  goal  rfthe  depaitmeot  yias  to  devd<9  a  service  that  wonld  not  leqmie  operating 
subsidies.  Public  capital  fimds  would  be  used  as  seed  money  fiv  a  piivately  u|jeiJteU  feny  serHce.  A  Kequett  for 
Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  under  the  ao^ces  of  Goveimi  (Inamo's  Hi^  Speed  Feny  Task  Force  ia  Sq>teinbcr 
1992.  This  task  force  had  been  created  to  spur  hst  fsny  sernce  devilopmtaa  and  vessel  ccagUuaion  in  the  region 
as  a  special  transportation  and  ecammnc  iiutiati>'«.  RaqpooMS  v/tn  received  ia  Noveodicr  of  1P92,  and  QnaUsts 
were  chosen  in  April  1993. 

Opciator:  Nctt  Yotk  Fast  Ferries  (NYFF)  ^ras  selected  a>  the  opctalot  ia  September  of  1993.  NYFF  is  a 
consortium  of  Derecktor  Shipyard  in  Mamaronedc,  Net-  Yodc  and  JM  Davis  of  Wilton,  ConMcticnt,  and  other 
investors.  Derecktor  is  one  of  the  leading  manu&cturea  of  aluminum  vessds  on  the  East  Coast  NYFF  is 
developing  {Ida  !>civiue  iii  u»iuuu(4iou  with  several  promincm  Norwegian  ftst  fcny  dcrigncrs,  twilrtcrs.  and 
operators,  including: 

Harding  Verfl,  a  mantifitctura'  of  tn^  »pccd  fcnia.  WmiiKih;  will  bupiily  (Isii  dtai^^u  <&  wcU  its  au^wivise  (he 
construction  at  Derecktor  Harding  has  high  speed  femes  in  sovice  in  Scandinavia]  aixl  the  Netiterlands. 
Hardanger  Stunhordlandskc  Dampskipsselskap  (HSD),  a  m^  Norwegian  feoy,  sh^qniig,  and  transportation 
Omt  will  help  to  m'crscc  ihc  implememanon  of  the  service.  HSD,  which  was  finmded  in  ItiO,  apcrdus  a  flcvt  of 
42  ferries,  including  S  high  speed  ciaft.  They  have  been  qjoating  high  q>eedftnies  since  I960,  making  them  one 
ofthe  most  experienced  operators  in  Europe.  HSD  also  tqnates  a  fleet  of200  buses  and  has  a  tmddng  arm. 
Norsk  Forsvarsteknologi  a.8.  (Nfl)  manufactures  the  SeaCockpit,  a  state  cf  the  at  helm  and  navigation  system 
designed  especially  for  high  speed  fnries.  This  is  the  ooly  significant  conyonent  of  the  vessels  that  will  be 
imported  from  Norway. 

MTU.  a  subsidiar}-  of  Mercedes  Benz,  will  be  sqjphing  the  engines  fat  the  vessels.  Ddas,  the  financing  arm  of 
MTU  has  agreed  to  provide  S11.3  miOion  in  finandng  for  constmction  of  the  vessels. 

Bosiness  Arrangements:  The  operator  will  be  financing  vessd  construction  endrely  with  private  fimds.  NYFF 
has  financing  in  place  for  vessel  constmction  ($11.3  nnlliffii  firom  MTU)  and  fn  the  SeaCockpit  and  Norwegian 
consulting  services  (S2.7  million  from  Eksportfinanse,  a  Norwegian  bank)  The  service  will  receive  no  operating 
subsidies.  NYCDOT  will  use  Federal  and  local  fonds  to  cieatB  docking  and  tenninal  fedhties. 

Vessels:  NYFF  will  operate  a  fleet  of  three  29  meter,  250  passenger,  35  knot  (40  mph)  aluminum-hulled 
catamarans.  The  approximate  cost  ofcach  is  $4  million.  The  vessels  were  designed  by  Harding  Veift  of  Norway, 
and  will  be  built  by  Derecktor  ShitTvard  in  Mamaroneck. 

Service  Characteristics: 

One  way  trip  time:  18  minutes  from  SL  George  to  W.  44th  Street 

Houri  of  operation:  S:30  am  to  9:30  pm  weekdays, 

8:00  am  to  6  pm  wedkends. 
Frequency  of  Service:  15  minutes  dnnng  peak  period, 

25  minutes  off-peak,  and  45  mimitrs  on  weekends. 
One  way  fare:  S5  each  way  peak.  S6  ofT-fieRk   Monthly  pastes  available. 

Transit  connections:  Existing  bos  and  rail  services  feed  into  St  George  with  additional 

capacity.  Bnt  connections  in  Manhattan  will  serve    the  34th.  42nd, 

30fh,  md  S7th  5U  corridor* 
Estimated  Start  Date:  Summer  1995 
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ferry  Terminal  ImproveniCBti 
Degcrjption  Summanr 

The  pn^xjsed  location  for  the  Stateo  bland  tcnmniu  of  the  new  sendee  is  Sp  7  ofNYCSOTs  St.  GeofgeFeny 
iertninal.  This  location  is  acccssflte  via  nisedvvaMcw^  to  an  of  the  rnnnrnafnuaiiiBcwaiugUtm^ 
fyoi  the  main  terminal.  These  transit  cconections  indnde  the  States  Island  Sapid  Transit  (SIRT)  lailrDad  and  17 
local  Transit  Authority  bus  routes.  Siq>  7  and  the  adjacent  Slip  8  vneonginaDycaiistmctedfiar  the  ftny  that 
operated  between  St.  George  and  the  69(h  &rcci  Pier  in  Bay  Ridge,  Bioolc^  The  last  major  leuuiuiuction  of  Ciis 
fiicility  took  place  in  1948  (date  appropdmatc).  This  feny  service  was  rtiwiHiliiM*!  in  1964  with  the  opening  of  the 
Vertazano  Nairows  Bridge. 

Slip  8  is  now  osed  by  NYCDOT  for  vtssd  layover,  currently  an  Austen  das  vtSRi  (one  of  the  Statcn  Idand 
Ferry's  nijht  boats)  is  positioned  in  Slip  8  dming  the  daytimt.  Since  1967,  SBp  7  has  been  used  by  the  New  York 
City  Fire  Department  (NYFD)  as  the  base  station  for  Marine  Company  9.  The  fireboat  tlnfigMer  cmientty 
resides  in  the  slip,  aitd  the  NYFD  personnel  use  a  portion  of  the  terminal  bmk&ng  as  their  station  house.  The 
remaiiKier  of  the  tcrnunal  building  is  oocqned  by  NYCIX3T  fisry  administiatiao  and  operations  pcrsooncL 

The  general  state  of  repair  of  the  waltrside  portion  of  this  &dHty  can  be  gencndh'diaracterized  as  poor.  The 
racks  and  fmder  piles  of  each  slip  arc  rotted  and  in  some  cases  missing  (theacuauiuuying  drawing  "Existing 
Conditions"  depicts  the  outline  c^tbe  tadcs  as  originally  cons&ucted).  A  lar^  concrete  deck  adjacent  to  Shp  8  has 
collapsed  or  been  removed.  The  tenninal  facility  and  bulkheading  are  in  bdlerdi^K  due  to  ongoing  maintenance 
efforts. 

The  proposed  accommodations  for  the  new  fsrry  to  Midtown  Manhattan  would  be  created  in  two  stages.  Please 
refer  to  the  drawings  labeled  "NYFF  Service  -  Phase  r  and  "NYFF  Service  -  Phase  2. 

Phase  1:  The  rotted  out  cctua  rack  and  sqipoitive  undenvatci  rip-rap  wffl  be  lemoved  altogether.  This 
construction  will  then  be  partiallj'  replaced  ^  a  new  narrower  rack  that  will  sqarate  the  two  slips.  This  rack  will 
feabire  fendering  for  the  Austen  clas  ferry  and  the  fireboat  which  has  been  r^ositioned  doser  to  it  Decking 
integrated  with  this  rack  will  provide  rcgdar  access  to  the  fireboat  for  personsd  and  t]tilities.  The  new  alignment 
also  pTxnides  enough  room  for  one  oqxess  ferry  berth  next  to  the  fird)oat  as  incficated.  A  portion  of  the  old  rack 
immediately  north  of  Slip  7  has  also  been  removed  and  reconstructed  as  shown.  Passenger  access  to  the  fcny  is 
provided  via  a  S}'stem  of  ramps  and  fcwd  and  floating  platfonns.  The  floating  platforms  would  be  andioied  in 
place  with  piles  that  allow  some  lanse  of  motion.  The  slopes  of  the  ramps  meet  the  anticipated  requirements  of  the 
Arttericans  with  Disabilities  Act  for  aD  normal  tide  conditions. 

Phase  2:  In  Phase  2  the  NYFD  marine  unit  has  been  relocated  to  a  facility  ebewbcre  on  the  Staten  Island 
waterfront.  This  move  c^ns  up  enough  room  for  a  second  berth  for  Midtown  express  ferries  as  shown  in  the 
Phase  2  drawing.  The  only  in-water  constniction  required  in  this  phase  is  the  addition  of  a  second  passenger 
transfer  float  unA  ntmpf 
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ESTIMATED  EXPENDITURES 

WHITEHALL  FERRY  TERMINAL  PHOJECT 

FISCAL  YEARS  1993  -  1996 


CONTRACT 

Acnvrrv 

AMOUNT 

FY 

TERMINAL  AND 

PLAZA 

DESIGN 

$8M 

94 

TERMINAL  AND 

PLAZA 

CONSTRUCllON 

$8SM 

96 

TERMINAL  AND 

CONSTRUCliON  - 

PLAZA 

MANAGEMENT  & 

SUPERVISION 

$10M 

95 

NARRATIVE 

The  Whitehall  Terminal  is  the  Manhattan  terminus  of  the  Staten  Island  Ferry 
service,  which  serves  over  65,000  passengers  daily.   After  a  fire  in  September,  1991 
destroyed  most  of  the  existing  building,  dating  firam  1908  and  1954,  the  city  moved 
quickly  to  effect  emergency  repairs,  provide  temporary  facilities  for  ferry  users  and 
begin  planning  for  a  new  terminal  designed  for  the  current  and  future  intermodal 
transportation  needs  of  New  York's  commuters  and  visitors.  To  date,  New  York  City 
has  spent  over  $15  million  on  emergency  and  interim  work  at  the  terminal  Mid  an 
additional  $9  million  for  repairs  to  slips  1  and  2. 

A  widely  publicized  design  competition  sponsored  by  the  New  York  City 
EconomiclJevelopment  Corporation  resulted  in  die  selection  of  a  scheme  by  the 
architectural  team  of  Venturi,  Scott  Brown  and  Associates  and  Anderson/Schwartz 
Architects. 

The  project  schedule  (attached  w/area  plan)  estimates  a  two-plus  year  design 
period,  which  began  in  November  1993, foi-  die  Terminal  Building  and  the  adjacent 
Peter  Minuit  Plaza,  followed  by  a  four  phase,  three  year  construction  period,   the 
phasing  will  ensure  that  two  ferry  slips  and  adequate  waiting  area  will  be  operational 
at  all  Umes.  The  estimated  construction  duration  for  the  Slips  component,  a  separate 
project  which  began  in  July  1993. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  that,  and  I  want  to  take  the  oppor- 
tunity to  just  to  let  you  know  that  some  of  your  colleagues  from  the 
Public  Works  Committee  were  here  earlier,  and  I  wanted  to  explain 
that  we  urge  the  speedy  markup  of  that  bill.  I  was  disappointed 
that  apparently  it  was  shuffled  in  priority  to  the  clean  water  legis- 
lation. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  I  merely  want  to  lobby  you  to  try  to  force  a  tough 
deadline  on  that.  We  have  hard  deadlines  on  this  Committee. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  we  are  trjdng  very  hard  to  wait  until  the  Public 
Works  Committee  marks  its  NHS  bill  before  we  go  forward,  but  at 
some  point  we  cannot  wait. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  that  causes  difficulties  between  our  two  Commit- 
tees. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  remember  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  deadlines  are  hard  here,  and  we  are  trying  to 
work  cooperatively  with  your  Committee.  And  so  if  you  can  convey 
to  your  committee's  leadership  the  necessity  of  moving  that  NHS 
bill  very,  very  quickly  that  will  help  us  do  our  job. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Certainly.  And,  clearly,  based  on  the  top  priority 
that  these  projects  serve  my  constituents,  I  don't  think  there  is  any 
more  necessary  project  that  can  benefit  my  community  and  the 
City  of  New  York  relative  to  transportation  alternatives.  So  I  am 
personally,  from  a  parochial  standpoint,  looking  forward  to  as  soon 
a  markup  as  is  possible. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  anything? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  support  what  you  are  trying  to  do  and  thank  you 
for  it.  I  would  even  be  inclined  to  support  the  projects  even  if  they 
were  not  authorized,  if  this  thing  could  be  worked  out. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we  are  all  of  a  mind  to  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  you  make  a  very  good  case.  There  is  absolute 
gridlock  out  there,  and  for  Staten  Island  it  is  absolutely  important. 
So  I  think  you  have  been  a  good  champion  for  this  and,  if  I  can, 
I  would  like  to  help  you. 

One  question  to  ask  you  is  about  the  toll  issue.  Is  that  going  to 
come  up  again  this  year?  I  think  you  are  right  on  that,  and  I  sup- 
port you. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Actually,  Congressman,  the  toll  question  comes 
up  every  year. 

As  you  know,  Senator  D'Amato  has  been  helpful  in  having  that 
added  to  the  appropriations  language  in  the  transportation  bill.  It 
is  still  problematic. 

The  one  relief  that  we  do  have  is  that  we  no  longer  have  a  mayor 
that  will  be  inspiring  revolution  on  that  particular  topic,  although 
some  of  our  colleagues  may  disagree,  but  their  emphasis  is  yet  to 
be  seen.  But  it  will  be  a  problem  again  this  year,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  I  can  help  you  with  that,  let  me  know. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  know  where  to  find  you,  Congressman.  Thank 
you  very  much.  You  have  been  very  helpful  in  the  past.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
MICfflGAN  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  BART  STUPAK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Carr.  And  next  is  my  good  friend  and  colleague  from  the 
State  of  Michigan,  Bart  Stupak. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thanks  for  the  op- 
portunity to  appear  here  today. 

I  believe  you  have  my  testimony  before  you.  I  will  not  read  it, 
but  I  would  like  to  discuss  three  main  projects  with  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will  be  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  first  being  McClellan  Avenue,  which  is  a  major  transpor- 
tation artery  in  Marquette,  Michigan. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  worked  closely  and  garnered  your 
support  for  the  funding  of  this  important  project,  and  I  believe  that 
because  we  were  able  to  meet  the  criterion  that  you  put  forth,  this 
subcommittee  had  a  great  deal  of  influence  on  the  full  committee 
to  fund  this  project.  Unfortunately,  due  to  a  procedural  matter,  it 
got  kicked  out  on  the  Floor. 

But  it  is  a  very  important  project  for  McClellan  Avenue  because 
it  is  the  artery,  the  economic  artery,  transportation  artery  between 
K.  I.  Sawyer,  which  is  subject  to  being  closed.  With  anticipated  un- 
employment going  to  24  percent  after  that  base  closes,  we  need  a 
transportation  artery  which  will  make  the  base  more  attractive  for 
conversion,  while,  at  the  same  time,  keeping  anticipated  traffic 
loads  out  of  downtown  Marquette  but  to  bring  it  to  the  north-south 
major  artery,  being  U.S.  41,  and  also  to  the  north  city  limits  of 
Marquette. 

The  project  has  been  submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  £md  Transportation  for  their  approval.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing, though,  talking  with  both  appropriators  and  authorizers,  that 
a  demonstration  project  such  as  McClellan  Avenue  is  precisely 
what  the  authors  of  ISTEA  had  in  mind.  It  shows  and  dem- 
onstrates how  communities  can  redirect  traffic  in  a  way  that  keeps 
commuters  close  to  their  business  centers  without  putting  heavy 
traffic  through  a  downtown  area. 

McClellan  Avenue  is  an  ongoing  project.  There  has  been  Federal 
funds  there  before,  but  we  need  $2.9  million  to  finish  it,  and  that 
will  be  the  final  Federal  contribution.  And  it  is  my  hope  the  appro- 
priation for  the  final  monies  can  be  included  in  the  bill. 

The  Coast  Guard  cutter  Mackinaw.  I  must  again  thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  your  lead  in  the  role  in  extending  the  life  of  the 
Coast  Guard  cutter  Mackinaw.  We  will  be  reprogramming  $1.8  mil- 
lion for  1994  operations  and  $4.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

I  understand  the  Coast  Guard,  Members  of  Congress,  Great 
Lakes  Carrier  Association  and  other  interested  parties  are  working 
diligently  to  put  together  a  final  evaluation  and  recommendation 
for  the  Coast  Guard  cutter  Mackinaw  and/or  its  potential  replace- 
ments. 
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So,  again,  I  thank  you  for  your  efforts  on  that,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  I  ask  that  you  continue  to  put  in  language  to  make  sure  there 
is  full  funding  in  1995  as  well  as  language  in  the  bill  directing  the 
Coast  Guard  and  Congress,  with  the  Great  Lakes  carriers  and  oth- 
ers, to  work  on  this  Coast  Guard  issue  so  the  ice-breaking  needs 
of  the  Great  Lakes  can  be  finally  put  to  rest. 

It  is  interesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Tauzin  and  I  will  be  going 
up  this  weekend  for  a  field  trip  because  there  is  still  plenty  of  ice 
being  cut.  The  harbor  of  Marquette  is  basically  still  icebound.  I  was 
in  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Michigan  by  the  Sault  locks  this  past  weekend, 
and  we  had  the  Canadian  breaker  plus  the  cutter  Mackinaw  trying 
to  cut  ice  so  that  the  ore  carriers  could  get  back  and  forth.  It  has 
really  been  a  difficult  year  up  there  for  us. 

I  would  also  like  to  highlight  the  importance  of  the  Coast  Guard 
buoy  tender  replacement  program.  This  committee  has  been  on  the 
forefront  in  making  sure  the  buoy  tenders  as  requested  by  the 
President  have  been  funded.  The  new  buoy  tenders,  which  should 
replace  about  37  buoy  tenders  with  30  more  efficient,  economical 
buoy  tenders,  will  replace  the  50-year-old  buoy  tenders  that  are  out 
there. 

I  would  ask  you  to  support  the  President's  budget  request  for 
funding,  and  this  year  he  is  asking  for  three  of  the  keeper  or  coast- 
al buoy  tenders  and  one  of  the  oceangoing  buoy  tenders.  That  is  the 
recommendation.  I  hope  you  fiind  that  fully. 

I  would  also  ask  that  you  consider — and  again  going  back  to  the 
Mackinaw — maybe  putting  in  an  additional  $30  million  for  addi- 
tional ice  strengthening  of  one  of  the  oceangoing  buoy  tenders.  If 
we  strengthen  it,  $30  million  would  build  it  and  strengthen  it  for 
ice-breaking  operations.  It  is  225  feet,  340  feet  wide,  and  many  of 
us  feel  that  may  be  the  appropriate  route  to  replace  the  Mackinaw 
if  that  is  what  we  want  to  do.  Please  give  that  some  consideration. 
If  we  strengthen  it,  we  believe  it  can  be  an  icebreaker  capable  of 
addressing  the  Great  Lakes'  needs. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  this  committee  and  especially  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  your  leadership  on  these  issues  important  to  Michi- 
gan and  the  Great  Lakes  region  and  hope  you  will  consider  all 
three  of  our  requests  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Stupak  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Honorable  Bart  Stupak  before: 

Appropriation's  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

April  21,  1994 


I  AM  HERE  TODAY  TO  TESTIFY  IN  FAVOR  OF  FULL  FUNDING  FOR  THE 
COMPLETION  OF  MCCLELLAN  AVENUE,  A  MAJOR  TRANSPORTATION  ARTERY  IN 
MARQUETTE,  MICHIGAN,  WHICH  I  REPRESENT. 

LAST  YEAR  I  WORKED  CLOSELY  WITH  CHAIRMAN  CARR  AND  GARNERED  HIS 
SUPPORT  FOR  FUNDING  OF  THIS  IMPORTANT  PROJECT.  I  BELIEVE  THAT  OUR 
ANSWERS  TO  THE  CRITERIA  PUT  FORTH  BY  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  HAD  A  GREAT 
DEAL  TO  DO  WITH  THIS  AS  THEY  SHOW  THAT  A  COMPLETED  MCCLELLAN  AVENUE 
IS  A  GOOD  INVESTMENT  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  THE  STATE  OF 
MICHIGAN,  AND  THE  CITIZENS  OF  MARQUETTE. 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  WAS  IN  AGREEMENT  WITH  THE  CHAIRMAN  AS  IT  WAS 
INCLUDED  IN  BOTH  BILLS  REPORTED  OUT  OF  THE  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE.  SINCE  THAT  TIME,  HOWEVER,  THE  NEED  FOR  COMPLETION  OF 
MCCLELLAN  AVENUE  HAS  BEEN  INTENSIFIED  BY  THE  IMMINENT  CLOSURE  OF 
K.I.  SAWYER  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IN  GWINN,  MICHIGAN.  THE  BASE  CLOSURE 
AND  REALIGNMENT  COMMISSION  HAS  ESTIMATED  THAT  UNEMPLOYMENT  IN 
MARQUETTE  COUNTY  WILL  REACH  24%  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THIS  CLOSURE. 
MOREOVER,  THE  COMPLETION  OF  MCCLELLAN  AVENUE  IS  INTEGRAL  TO  THE 
SUCCESSFUL  CONVERSION  OF  THE  AIR  BASE  FROM  MILITARY  TO  CIVILIAN  USE 
AS  IT  CONNECTS  THE  ROAD  TO  THE  BASE  TO  POINTS  NORTH  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
MARQUETTE.  WITHOUT  A  COMPLETED  MCCLELLAN  AVENUE,  ALL  TRUCKS  AND 
TRAFFIC  TO  AND  FROM  THE  BASE  AND  POINTS  NORTH  OF  THE  CITY  WILL  BE 
FORCED  TO  GO  THROUGH  MARQUETTE'S  DOWNTOWN  PUTTING  FURTHER  PRESSURE 
ON  MARQUETTE'S  BUSINESS  DISTRICT.  IT  IS  PRECISELY  THIS  TRAFFIC 
WHICH  CURRENTLY  THREATENS  TO  STRANGLE  DOWNTOWN  MARQUETTE'S 
BUSINESSES. 

FURTHERMORE,  THIS  PROJECT  HAS  BEEN  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  COMMITTEE  ON 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  FOR  AUTHORIZATION  UNDER  THE 
ANTICIPATED  NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  SYSTEMS  BILL.  IT  IS  MY  UNDERSTANDING, 
THROUGH  TALKING  WITH  BOTH  APPROPRIATORS  AND  AUTHORIZERS  THAT  A 
DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT,  SUCH  AS  MCCLELLAN  AVENUE,  IS  PRECISELY  WHAT 
THE  AUTHORS  OF  ISTEA  HAVE  IN  MIND  WHEN  CONSIDERING  DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.  WITH  THIS  APPROPRIATION,  THE  CITY  OF  MARQUETTE  WILL 
DEMONSTRATE  HOW  COMMUNITIES  CAN  REDIRECT  TRAFFIC  IN  WAY  THAT  KEEPS 
COMMUTERS  CLOSE  TO  THE  BUSINESS  CENTERS  OF  THE  CITY  WITHOUT  ROUTING 
ALL  TRAFFIC  THROUGH  DOWNTOWN.  MOST  IMPORTANTLY,  THE  COMPLETION  OF 
THIS  AVENUE  WILL  CREATE  A  CORRIDOR  FOR  INCREASED  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT . 

THIS  IS  AN  ONGOING  PROJECT  THAT  IS  READY-TO-GO  (WHEN  CONSTRUCTION 
SEASON  BEGINS  IN  THE  SPRING) .  THE  $2.9  MILLION  DOLLARS  NEEDED  TO 
COMPLETE  THE  PROJECT  WILL  BE  THE  FINAL  FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION,  AND  IT 
IS  MY  HOPE  THAT  AN  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THESE  FINAL  MONIES  CAN  BE 
INCLUDED   IN   THE   BILL   REPORTED   OUT   BY   THE   SUBCOMMITTEE   ON 
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TRANSPORTATION . 


I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  SPEAK  BRIEFLY  ABOUT  THE  COAST  GUARD  CUTTER 
MACKINAW.  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  FOR  YOUR  LEAD 
ROLE  IN  EXTENDING  FUNDING  FOR  THE  MACKINAW  THROUGH  FY  95  WITH  A 
REPROGRAMMING  OF  $1.8  MILLION  AND  AN  APPROPRIATION  OF  $4.5  MILLION 
IN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  95  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATION.  AS  YOU  KNOW, 
THIS  VESSEL  IS  CRITICAL  TO  THE  ICE-BREAKING  NEEDS  OF  THE  GREAT 
LAKES.  IN  ADDITION,  I  UNDERSTAND  THAT  THE  COAST  GUARD  AND  THE 
GREAT  LAKES  CARRIERS  ASSOCIATION  ARE  CONDUCTING  A  STUDY  OF 
APPROPRIATE  REPLACEMENTS  FOR  THE  MACKINAW. 

IN  SHORT,  I  URGE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  FOLLOW  THE  RECOMMENDATION  OF 
THE  CHAIRMAN  AND  FUND  THE  MACKINAW  THROUGH  FY  95,  AS  WELL  AS 
INCLUDE  LANGUAGE  IN  THE  BILL  DIRECTING  THE  COAST  GUARD,  IN 
CONJUNCTION  WITH  THE  GREAT  LAKES  CARRIERS,  TO  UNDERTAKE  A  STUDY  OF 
THE  ICE-BREAKING  NEEDS  OF  THE  LAKES  TO  DETERMINE  HOW  TO  KEEP  THE 
LAKES  NAVIGATABLE  IN  THE  LATE  FALL  AND  EARLY  SPRING  MONTHS. 

I  THANK  THE  CHAIRMAN  AND  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  THEIR  TIME. 


96 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  leadership  and  support  of  Great  Lakes  shipping 
and  the  Coast  Guard  is  duly  noted.  And,  as  you  pointed  out,  you 
proposed  an  excellent  project  to  us  that  did  meet  criteria  last  year 
and,  unfortunately,  we  had  a  problem  with  the  authorizing  commit- 
tee. 

There  are  very  few  people  that  will  come  before  me  today  where 
I  can  make  an  absolute  commitment,  but  you  happen  to  be  one  of 
them.  The  Mackinaw  will  appear  in  our  markup,  and  it  will  be 
funded,  I  believe,  with  the  caveat  that  we  really  must  not  think 
that  is  a  victory  but  we  really  must  press  ahead  with  an  alter- 
native. Because  the  long-term  financial  viability,  economic  viability 
of  the  Mackinaw  is  not  there,  and  so  we  can  use  the  Mackinaw  as 
a  bridge  toward  a  replacement  or  an  alternative,  but  we  really 
need  to  work  very  hard  on  forming  a  consensus  on  what  that  alter- 
native is. 

There  are  alternatives,  but  we,  as  yet,  do  not  have  a  consensus 
on  the  alternative.  We  eagerly  await  the  Coast  Guard  submitting 
to  us  some  proposals  with  regard  to  alternatives,  one  of  which  you 
highlighted,  in  terms  of  a  modified  or  strengthened  buoy  tender  as 
an  alternative,  and  we  are  very  much  interested  in  that  alternative 
as  well. 

So  I  can  assure  you  that  the  Chairman's  mark  here  will  contain 
funds  for  the  continuance  of  the  Mackinaw.  We  are  going  to  try  to 
do  our  best  by  the  Coast  Guard  request  for  buoy  tenders. 

We  have  some  very  serious  problems  in  trying  to  finance  all  of 
the  capital  expenditures  which  the  administration  has  asked  of  us. 
I  think  you  know  the  dilemma  is  that  the  administration  fell  in 
line  with  the  mantra  of  full  funding  of  ISTEA  and  then  did  not  pro- 
vide the  resources  to  fully  fund  ISTEA.  So  we  are  going  to  have  to 
look  at  our  capital  accounts  very,  very  carefully,  but  we  will  do  the 
best  we  can. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  I  endorse  the  need  for  the  new  buoy 
tenders.  It  is  not  really  a  question  of  whether  they  are  a  good  idea 
or  not.  It  is  a  question  of  how  much  money  do  we  have  at  any  one 
space  of  time  to  squeeze  out.  So  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Welcome  to  the  Committee.  I  have  no  questions,  but 
thank  you  for  appearing. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
OfflO  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DEBORAH  PRYCE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  the  State  to  the  south  of  my  State.  We  like  to  refer  to  Ohio 
as  southern  Michigan,  but 

Ms.  Pryce.  Well,  today  I  will  let  you  get  away  with  that,  Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  here.  And  I  would  also 
invite  our  colleagues  to  step  up  to  the  table  there  so  we  can  reduce 
some  time  later  on. 

We  welcome  you,  and  we  will  make  your  statement  a  part  of  the 
record  and  ask  that  you  summarize  your  request. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Very  well.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
I  will  be  brief. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf,  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  to  testify  in 
support  of  funding  for  a  replacement  of  buses  in  Columbus,  Ohio, 
and  thank  you  for  your  support  in  the  past. 

I  am  here  to  support  the  request  by  the  Central  Ohio  Transit  Au- 
thority for  $7  million  for  40  buses  in  dire  need  of  replacement.  This 
is  a  part  of  a  larger  request  from  the  Ohio  Department  of  Trans- 
portation for  funds  for  five  Ohio  transit  operators  including  COTA. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  the  buses  need  to  be  replaced. 

They  are  12  years  old,  which  is  the  industry  standard  for  the  age 
when  buses  should  be  replaced. 

Secondly,  older  buses  require  excessive  maintenance  and  expen- 
sive maintenance.  Their  frequent  breakdowns  decrease  reliability 
and  safety  of  any  scheduled  service. 

In  addition,  the  older  buses  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  and  new  ones  will  be  powered  by  advanced,  clean- 
burning  diesel  engines  which  will  meet  Federal  emission  standards 
and  reduce  ozone  levels. 

Fourth,  the  old  buses  do  not  meet  the  requirements  for  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  and  the  new  ones  will  be  lift- 
equipped  to  provide  accessible  service  to  the  disabled  members  of 
our  community. 

Finally,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  COTA  request  has  been  com- 
bined by  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  with  requests 
from  transit  operators  in  four  other  Ohio  communities.  The  Ohio 
department  will  ultimately  allocate  the  Conference  Committee 
mark  for  the  projects  with  the  highest  priority,  so  theirs  will  be  the 
final  determining  factor. 

So  I  strongly  urge  funding  for  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation request  for  bus  category  funds.  And,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
your  permission  I  will  submit  an  appendix  to  my  testimony  which 
describes  the  COTA  portion  of  the  request  and  its  justification  in 
more  detail.  And  I  thank  you  very,  very  much  for  your  time  and 
consideration. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Pryce  and  letter  from 
Charles  Glander  follow:] 
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Testimony  by 

Congresswoman  Deborah  Pryce 

before  the 

Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

o£  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

Thursday  April  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  in  support 
of  funding  for  the  replacement  of  buses  in  Columbus . 

I  ami  here  to  support  the  request  by  the  Central  Ohio  Transit 
Authority  (COTA)  for  $7  million  for  40  buses  in  need  of 
replacement.   This  is  part  of  a  larger  request  from  the  Ohio 
Department  of  Transportation  for  funds  for  five  Ohio  transit 
operators  including  COTA. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  the  buses  need  to  be  replaced. 

First,  these  buses  are  12  years  old,  which  is  the  industry 
standard  for  the  age  when  buses  should  be  replaced. 

Second,  these  buses  require  excessive  and  expensive  maintenance. 
Frequent  breakdowns  decrease  the  reliability  of  scheduled 
service. 

Third,  the  old  buses  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.   The  new  buses  will  be  powered  by  advanced,  clean 
burning  diesel  engines  which  will  meet  federal  emission  standards 
and  help  reduce  ozone  levels. 

Fourth,  the  old  buses  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.   The  new  buses  will  be  lift 
equipped,  to  provide  accessible  service  to  the  disalDled  members 
of  our  community. 

Finally,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  COTA  request  has  been 
combined  by  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  with  requests 
from  transit  operators  in  four  other  Ohio  communities.   The 
Department  will  ultimately  allocate  the  Conference  Committee  mark 
for  the  projects  with  the  highest  priority. 

I  strongly  urge  funding  of  the  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation 
request  for  bus  category  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  will  submit  an  appendix  to 
my  testimony  which  describes  the  COTA  portion  of  the  request  and 
its  justification  in  more  detail. 

Before  closing,  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  brief  description  of 
the  status  of  the  Columbus  Light  Rail  Project.   This  project 
would  connect  downtown  Columbus  and  the  Ohio  State  University 
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with  the  commercial  and  residential  centers  of  North  Columbus. 
COTA  expects  to  request  funds  from  this  Subcommittee  next  year 
for  preliminary  engineering  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  submit  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Charles  Glander,  COTA's  Board  President  of  the 
past  four  years,  detailing  information  about  the  Light  Rail 
Project. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration  of  these  projects. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  BUS  PURCHASE  BY  COLUMBUS  AND  A  JUSTIFICATION 
F(M   FEDERAL  FUNDIN3 


Background . 

The  Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority  (COTA)  needs  to  replace  85  worn  out 
buses  over  over  the  next  twelve  months.  Of  this  number,  45  will  be 
piurchased  soon  with  FY  1994  funds,  leaving  a  balance  of  40  which  need  to 
be  replaced  using  FY  1995  funds. 

Federal  request. 

The  Ohio  Department  of  Transportation  (ODOT)  is  requesting  $29  million 
in  FY  1995  Section  3  bus  funds   fran  the  House  Transportation 
^propriations  Subconnittee .  Included  in  this  request  is  $7  million  for 
the  replacement  fay  OOTA  of  40  old  buses. 

Status  of  the  Columbus  project. 

The  purchase  of  the  new  buses  has  been  authorized  by  the  COTA  Board  of 
Trustees. 

An  application  for  Section  3  fvinds  was  transmitted  to  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  (FTA)  in  December,  1993.  If  funds  are  included 
in  the  Conference  Report  on  the  FY  1995  Transportation  Bill,  a  grant 
from  FTA  can  be  expected  by  December,  1994. 

Bid  specifications  already  have  been  prepared  and  a  RFP  has  been  issued. 
A  contract  could  be  awarded  in  early  January,  1995  and  the  buses 
delivered  in  the  Sumner  and  early  fall  of  1995. 
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Merits  of  the  project. 

The  old  bxises  to  be  replaced  require  excessive  maintenance.  They  break 
down  frequently  and  therefore  cannot  be  used  to  provide  reliable, 
scheduled  service.  These  buses  meet  the  industry  standard  which  calls 
for  the  replacement  of  12  year  old  vehicles. 

The  old  buses  are  not  equipped  with  lifts  to  make  them  accessible  to  the 
disabled.  The  replacement  buses  are  needed  not  only  to  maintain 
existing  levels  of  transit  service  to  the  general  public,  but  also  to 
provide  lift-equipped,  accessible  service  to  those  disabled  bj'  age  or 
physical  disability.  The  addition  of  40  accessible  buses  to  the  fleet 
will  help  meet  the  requirements  mandated  by  the  Americans  With 
Disabilities  Act. 

The  new  buses  will  be  powered  by  advanced,  clean-burning  diesel  engines 
which  will  meet  federal  emission  standards  and  help  reduce  ozone,  which 
has  caused  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  classify  Colvmibus  as  a 
marginal  non-attainment  area.  The  buses  will  be  constructed  so  they  can 
be  fitted  with  particulate  traps  as  standards  for  emissions  are 
tightened.  The  addition  of  40  new  buses  will  help  meet  the  mandates  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act. 

All  available  Section  9  fimds  have  been  proqrainned. 

COTA  expects  to  receive  about  $10  million  in  FY  1995  from  the  Section  9 
program.  About  half  of  this  amount  will  be  needed  for  operating  costs 
and  the  balance  is  needed  to  purchase  handicapped-accessible  minibuses 
and  to  purchase  maintenance  equipment  and  to  renovate  existing 
facilities.  Flexible  highway  funds  have  been  programmed  for  other 
needed  projects.  Formula  funds,  therefore,  are  not  available  for  the 
replacement  of  the  40  old  buses. 
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A  svibstantlal  number  of  vell-pald  jobs  vlll  be  created. 

COTA  estimates  that  jobs  equivalent  to  86  person  years  will  be  created 
by  the  manufacture  of  40  bvises. 

Summary. 

COTA  needs  to  replace  40  old  biases.  They  are  expensive  to  maintain/ 
unreliable  in  scheduled  service,  inaccessible  to  the  handicapped,  and  do 
not  meet  clean  air  standards.  New  replaceiaient  buses  are  needed  to 
maintain  service  levels  for  the  general  public,  improve  service  to  the 
diseUsled,  and  iaprave   air  quality.  Formula  transit  and  highway  funds 
have  been  progranmed  for  other  needed  projects.  This  bus  project  is 
ready  to  go  and  will  provide  needed  manufacturing  jobs. 
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CENTRAL  OHIO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
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April    15,     1994 


The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

2358  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Carr: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  add  to  the  testimony  of  my 
Congresswoman,  Debbie  Pryce,  in  support  of  the  Ohio  Department  of 
Transportation's  request,  including  $7  million  for  the  replacement 
of  40  old  buses  operated  by  the  Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority 
(COTA)  .  As  COTA's  President  for  the  past  four  years,  I  know 
firsthand  that  replacements  are  needed. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  supplement  Congresswoman  Pryce' s  testimony 
about  the  status  of  the  Columbus  light  rail  project. 

I  believe  the  project  has  great  merit  for  the  following  reasons. 
First .  it  will  serve  a  growing  need  for  mobility  in  the  Columbus 
metropolitan  area.  It  will  connect  the  Columbus  central  o.  iness 
district  and  the  campus  of  The  Ohio  State  University  with  fast 
growing  suburban  centers  located  north  of  downtown.  Both  the 
downtown  and  the  Ohio  State  campus  are  large  activity  centers. 
About  84,000  employees  are  currently  located  in  the  central 
business  district  and  85,000  persons  work  and  attend  classes  at  The 
Ohio  State  University  and  The  Ohio  State  University  Hospitals.  To 
put  this  in  perspective,  these  two  areas  are  located  only  two  miles 
apart  and  are  comparable  to  downtown  San  Diego  (with  70,000 
employees)  plus  downtown  Portland,  Oregon  (with  85,000  employees). 
Each  of  these  cities  have  highly  successful  light  rail  projects. 
Columbus'  project  should,  therefore,  be  even  more  successful. 
Attached  is  a  map  which  shows  the  location  of  our  project. 
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Adjacent  to  The  Ohio  State  University  campus  is  the  Ohio  State 
Fairgrounds  which  attracts  five  million  visitors  year-round  for  a 
variety  of  functions  including  the  Fair,  the  World  Quarter  Horse 
Congress,  and  numerous  athletic  events  in  the  Coliseum  only  to 
mention  several  of  the  many.  Parking  space  on  the  campus  is 
becoming  increasingly  scarce,  creating  the  need  for  park-and-ride 
facilities.  In  addition,  our  project  will  provide  an  important 
link  between  the  University  area,  its  medical  complex  and  downtown 
Columbus . 

Second,  the  large  ridership  estimated  for  the  Columbus  rail  project 
will  divert  automobile  trips  to  light  rail,  help  avoid  gridlock  on 
the  Interstate  71  and  State  Route  315  freeways;  and  contribute  to 
the  reduction  of  air  pollution  and  energy  consumption  in  the 
metropolitan  area. 

Third.  I  believe  the  light  rail  project  will  be  cost  effective  in 
that  it  will  carry  a  large  number  of  riders  because  of  the 
relatively  low  cost  of  building  an  at-grade  facility  in  an  existing 
railroad  right-of-way.  The  Columbus  project  should  compare  very 
favorably  with  proposals  from  elsewhere  in  the  country  which, 
unlike  it,  require  tunneling  or  extensive  aerial  structures. 

The  COTA  Board  believes  the  project  is  being  carefully  developed. 
The  planning  work  is  a  joint  effort  of  COTA  and  the  Mid-Ohio 
Regional  Planning  Commission.  We  have  confidence  in  the  planning 
work  which  has  already  been  accomplished  with  assistance  from  two 
nationally  respected  consulting  firms,  BRW  and  Parsons- 
Brinckerhof f -Quade  and  Douglas.  We  believe  that  a  comprehensive 
range  of  alternatives  has  been  evaluated  in  the  Systems  Planning 
Phase  and  that  credible  ridership  and  cost  estimates  have  been  made 
which  provide  a  basis  for  the  Board's  decision  to  proceed  with  the 
development  of  the  project  and  for  the  testimony  today. 

One  of  several  alternatives  considered  in  the  corridor  included  a 
High  Occupancy  Ve.hicle  (HOV)  lane  along  Interstate  71.  This  option 
was  not  selected  because  of  the  high  cost  and  severe  right-of-way 
impacts  associated  with  the  freeway  widening  it  would  have 
required.  A  reversible  HOV  lane  using  a  travel  lane  in  the  off- 
peak  direction  was  not  feasible  because  of  traffic  congestion 
levels . 

Our  Board  believes  that  a  light  rail  line  constructed  at-grade  in 
the  existing  railroad  right-of-way  is  the  most  cost-effective 
alternative.  A  cost-effectiveness  index  has  been  calculated  for 
the  project  using  the  method  specified  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration.  The  index  for  the  light  rail  project  is  about 
eight  dollars,  a  very  respectable  number  when  compared  with  other 
light  rail  projects  being  advanced  from  elsewhere  in  the  nation. 
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Our  light  rail  project  is  now  in  the  Alternatives  Analysis  stage  of 
project  development.  A  combination  of  local,  state  and  federal 
formula  funds  are  being  used  to  conduct  the  analysis.  The  project 
will  be  ready  for  Preliminary  Engineering  next  year.  We  expect  to 
present  a  request  to  the  Subcommittee  for  discretionary  funds  to 
support  the  preliminary  engineering  effort. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  letter  for  the 
record. 


Sincerely,  yours. 


Charles  F.  Glander 

Transit  Development  Representative 


ams 
Attachment 
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North  Corridor  LRT  Alignment 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  welcome  you  to  the  committee. 

I  have  no  questions.  Mr.  Regula  has  been  a  strong  supporter  of 
this,  and  I  think  it  is  good  the  way  Ohio  puts  these  together  and 
then  makes  a  decision.  But  I  am  very  sympathetic,  and  thank  you 
very  much. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you  very  much.  Appreciate  your  time. 

Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  DmUSTRIAL  CORRmOR 

WITNESSES 

HON.  STEPHEN  BUYER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  INDIANA 
HON.  JILL  LONG,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 

OF  INDIANA 
HON.  JOHN  T.  MYERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  group  of  witnesses  are  our  good  friends  from 
Indiana,  Jill  Long  and  Stephen  Buyer.  Colleagues,  welcome.  We 
will  include  your  statements  in  the  record  and  ask  that  you  sum- 
marize your  request. 

Mr.  Buyer.  I  am  still  trying  to  catch  my  breath.  Thank  you,  Jill. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  for  the  three  of 
us,  my  colleagues  here,  from  Indiana,  Jill  Long  and  John  Myers 
and  myself,  to  testify  regarding  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial 
Corridor,  which  is  a  high  priority  corridor  authorized  by  ISTEA. 

We  have  testified  before  you  for  what  seems  like  many  years  be- 
fore I  even  arrived  here,  and  we  had  the  Hoosiers  accompany  us 
last  year.  They  came  up  last  year.  But  I  have  cautioned  them  about 
the  sensitivity  of  bringing  them  up,  with  your  college  background 
and  how  it  impacts  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Corridor,  so  we  have  left 
them  back  in  Indiana. 

This  is  a  very,  very  important  project  to  Indiana.  I  want  to  stress 
to  the  committee.  It  is  unique  in  that  it  is  a  ready-to-go  project  in 
the  State  of  Indiana.  Whatever  dollars  that  the  Congress  appro- 
priate be  directed  to  this  project  will  be  spent,  and  I  want  to  advise 
you  that  located  across  the  Wabash  River  is  a  bridge  that  is  pres- 
ently under  construction  that  will  be  completed  and  we  will  not 
have  a  road  on  either  side  of  it. 

So  I  invite  Members  of  the  committee  to  come  on  out  to  Indiana 
and  you  can  fish  off  our  bridge,  but  we  will  have  to  get  there  by 
horseback.  It  will  be  a  beautiful  bridge  linking  Fort  Wayne  to  La- 
fayette. It  is  very,  very  important  to  the  economic  health  of  that 
rural  section  of  the  State. 

Those  rural  counties  have  been  declining  in  their  demographics. 
That  part  of  the  State  has  a  heavy  industrial  base,  manufacturing, 
small  auto  manufacturing  in  particular,  to  support  Chrysler,  GM 
and  Ford.  Linking  the  metropolitan  area  of  Fort  Wayne  and  Lafay- 
ette is  very  important  to  the  sustainability  and  viability  of  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  northern  Indiana. 

Indiana  is  a  State  that  does  not  receive  a  lot  of  Federal  dollars 
back  to  the  State.  It  is  not  often  that  Indiana  comes  forward  and 
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asks  for  dollars  from  the  Congress  and  to  return  in  higher  percent- 
ages. This  is  a  project  whereby  one  dollar  spent  is  spent  very  well, 
and  the  rewards  and  return  are  multiplied. 

So,  in  summary,  this  project  is  a  priority  project  for  the  State  of 
Indiana.  It  supports  tremendous  bipartisan  support  not  only  by  the 
congressional  delegation  here  of  Indiana,  but  also  you  could  bounce 
from  a  Democrat  mayor  to  a  Republican  mayor  to  a  Democrat 
mayor  to  a  Republican  mayor,  and  it  has  tremendous  support  from 
a  lot  of  people  in  Indiana. 

It  is  needed  for  the  economic  development  smd  viability.  It  is 
needed  for  the  safety  enhancement.  And,  as  I  said,  it  is  a  ready- 
to-go  construction  project. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Buyer  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf  and  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  today  with 
Congresswoman  Long  on  behalf  of  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Corridor. 

As  you  are  aware,  this  project  was  authorized  by  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) .   The 
project  was  authorized  to  receive  $9.5  million  for  a  4-lane 
highway  from  Fort  Wayne  to  Lafayette.   The  funding  provided 
through  this  authorization  as  well  as  additional  funds  provided 
by  this  Subcommittee  have  been  instrumental  in  moving  this 
project  forward. 

Except  for  the  portion  of  the  project  that  runs  from 
Logansport  to  Lafayette,  much  of  the  Corridor  will  be  entering 
the  construction  phase,  a  time  when  the  financial  burdens  to 
complete  the  project  are  the  greatest.   Recently  Congresswoman 
Long  and  I  appeared  before  the  authorization  committee  to  request 
that  the  authorization  level  for  the  project  be  increased  to 
reflect  this  new  reality. 
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The  highway  is  a  major  delivery  route  for  manufacturers  and 
producers  of  other  goods.   Heavy  trucks,  passenger  cars,  and 
slow-moving  farm  equipment  utilize  this  road,  which  is  vital  to 
the  economic  well-being  of  every  community  along  the  route.   As 
the  Wabash  Economic  Development  Corporation  stated  in  a  letter, 
"A  better  highway  system  will  help  start  us  growing  again  and 
should  put  our  employment  on  an  upward  trend." 

In  addition,  in  my  district,  Grissom  Air  Force  Base  is 
undergoing  realignment  from  an  active  duty  base  to  a  reserve 
base.   The  completion  of  this  road  will  be  a  positive  factor  for 
the  community  in  seeking  private  industry  and  new  development. 

The  road  is  needed  from  a  safety  point  of  view.   A  1987 
press  report  termed  the  existing  roadway  "picturesque  and 
treacherous."  The  Mayor  of  Wsibash  has  indicated  that  "over  the 
past  several  years  many  people  have  been  killed.   The  highway  is 
narrow,  two-lane,  with  narrow  shoulders  and  drop  offs."  The 
State  of  Indiana  indicates  that  there  will  be  a  50%  reduction  in 
accidents  that  will  lead  to  savings  both  in  terms  of  personal 
injuries  and  property  daunage. 

The  completion  of  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Corridor  enjoys 
widespread  support  aunong  the  citizens  and  businesses  of  the 
communities  along  the  route.   The  project  is  one  of  two  main 
priorities  of  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation. 

I  applaud  the  efforts  of  the  Subcommittee  to  identify 
investment  criteria  to  apply  to  highway  spending.   The  State  of 
Indiana  will  be  forwarding  a  written  response  to  this  investment 
criteria,  which  will  be  made  availabile  to  the  Subcommittee. 
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I  recognize  the  difficult  budgetary  times  facing  the 
Subcommittee.   This  project  is  ready  to  go.   It  is  ready  to  move 
earth  and  to  put  people  to  work.   The  construction  timetable 
outlined  by  the  State  includes  nearly  $100  million  in 
construction  from  now  through  Fiscal  Year  1997  for  which  funding 
sources  have  not  been  identified.   I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to 
provide  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to  keep  this  project  moving 
forward. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Congresswoman  Long. 

Ms.  Long.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  sub- 
committee for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  Congressman  Buyer  as  well  as  Congressman 
Myers  to  express  my  support  for  the  continued  funding  for  the  Hoo- 
sier  Heartland  industrial  corridor,  which  is  included  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation's  proposed  National  Highway  System. 

I  also  commend  you  for  your  commitment  to  seeing  that,  through 
your  investment  criteria,  only  transportation  projects  which  prove 
to  be  cost-effective  receive  Federal  support.  And,  bearing  that  in 
mind,  I  formally  request  your  providing  a  sufficient  level  of  funding 
to  ensure  that  U.S.  24  in  Indiana  fully  contributes  to  the  goals  of 
the  National  Highway  System. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  may  recall  this  corridor  stretches  from  Fort 
Wayne  in  the  east  of  the  State,  which  is  in  my  congressional  dis- 
trict, across  Congressman  Buyer's  district,  and  then  continues 
through  to  Lafayette  in  the  west  in  Congressman  John  Myers'  dis- 
trict. And  it  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hoosier  Heartland  In- 
dustrial Corridor. 

It  provides  an  important  link  between  many  cities  and  towns 
throughout  the  heart  of  north  central  Indiana  and  proves  to  be  ad- 
vantageous to  Indiana  farmers,  to  industry,  to  freight  carriers  and 
motorists  in  general. 

And  then,  in  addition,  Purdue  University  sits  in  West  Lafayette 
along  the  western  part  of  the  highway  in  our  State,  and  that  is 
home  to  36,000  full-time  students.  We  have  a  large  number  of  stu- 
dents who  are  traveling  back  and  forth  on  this  highway,  and  safe- 
ty, of  course,  is  a  concern. 

In  1991 

Mr.  Carr,  Are  any  of  them  basketball  players? 

Mr.  Myers.  Only  needed  one. 

Mr.  Carr.  Maybe  we  are  not  concerned. 

Ms.  Long.  I  graduated  from  Indiana,  but,  yes,  Purdue  does  have 
good  basketball  players. 

Mr.  Buyer.  Do  not  get  into  this.  He  got  us  last  year  doing  this. 

Ms.  Long.  In  1991,  recognizing  the  worthiness  of  this  project,  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  did  include  an  au- 
thorization level  of  $9.5  million  in  the  ISTEA.  And  this  authoriza- 
tion level,  in  addition  to  the  funding  provided  by  this  committee — 
or  this  subcommittee  and  committee — has  been  instrumental  to- 
ward carrying  out  the  goals  of  the  project  and  one  that  has  been 
carefully  and  cost  effectively  planned  by  the  Indiana  Department 
of  Transportation. 

Our  governor  has  designated  U.S.  24,  the  project,  as  one  of  two 
of  the  State's  top  transportation  priorities.  Working  with  the  Indi- 
ana Department  of  Transportation,  Congressman  Buyer  and  I  will 
provide  a  study  of  the  roadway  prior  to  your  May  5th  deadline, 
which  corresponds  to  the  investment  criteria  requested  by  the  sub- 
committee. 

A  recent  study  does  indicate  the  benefit-to-cost  ratio  for  this 
project  is  equal  to  about  3.5  to  one,  which  is  an  unusually  good 
benefit-to-cost  ratio.  I  recognize  that  dollars  are  scarce,  and  I  un- 
derstand the  budgetary  constraints  confronting  this  subcommittee. 
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I  also  understand  that  the  current  status  of  this  project  is  a  chal- 
lenging prospect  for  the  subcommittee. 

However,  as  we  consider  the  development  of  a  National  Highway 
System  and  taking  these  factors  into  account,  I  do  believe  that  im- 
provements to  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor  will  prove 
to  effectively  contribute  to  the  goals  of  ISTEA  and  the  National 
Highway  System,  namely,  efficiency,  economic  development  and 
safety.  Therefore,  I  respectfully  request  the  subcommittee  provide 
full  support  of  the  construction  schedule  of  this  very  important 
roadway  project,  important  to  the  State  and  important  to  the  coun- 
try. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Long  and  Terry  Brewer  fol- 
low:] 
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CONGRESSWOMAN  JILL  LONG 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

April  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  today. 

I  join  Congressman  Buyer  today  to  express  my  support  for  the  proposed 
National  Highway  System  (NHS)  submitted  to  Congress  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation  in  November,  which  includes  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial 
Corridor.    Also,  I  commend  you  for  your  commitment  to  seeing  that,  through 
your  investment  criteria,  only  transportation  projects  which  prove  to  be  cost- 
effective  receive  Federal  support.    Bearing  that  in  mind,  I  formally  request 
your  providing  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to  ensure  that  U.S.  24  in  Indiana, 
which  has  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  NHS,  fully  contributes  to  the 
goals  of  the  NHS. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  may  recall  from  previous  years'  testimony,  this 
corridor  stretches  from  Fort  Wayne  in  the  east  in  my  Congressional  District, 
across  Congressman's  Buyer's  District,  and  continuing  through  to  Lafayette, 
Indiana,  in  the  west  in  Congressman  John  Myers'  District.    U.S.  24  and  State 
Road  25  ~  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial 
Corridor  --  provides  an  important  link  between  many  cities  and  towns 
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throughout  the  heart  of  northcentral  Indiana,  and  proves  to  be  advantageous  to 
Indiana  farmers,  industry,  freight  carriers,  and  motorists  in  general.    Also, 
situated  at  the  westernmost  locale  along  the  roadway  is  Purdue  University  — 
home  to  36,000  full-time  students. 

In  1991,  Congressman  Buyer's  predecessor,  former-  Representative  Jim 
Jontz,  Congressman  John  Myers  and  I  worked  with  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  to  obtain  funding  for  this  important  highway 
widening  project.    Recognizing  the  worthiness  of  this  roadway  widening,  the 
Committee  included  an  authorization  level  of  $9.5  million  in  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA).    This  level  of  funding,  in 
addition  to  past  funding  provided  by  this  Subcommittee,  has  been  instrumental 
toward  carrying  out  the  goals  of  the  widening  project,  one  that  has  been 
carefully  and  cost-effectively  planned  by  the  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation  (INDOT). 

Since  that  time.  Governor  Evan  Bayh  has  designated  the  U.S.  24 
widening  project  as  one  of  two  of  the  state's  top  transportation  priorities. 
Working  with  INDOT,  Congressman  Buyer  and  I  will  provide  a  study  of  the 
roadway  ~  prior  to  your  May  5  deadline  ~  which  corresponds  to  the 
investment  criteria  requested  by  the  Subcommittee. 

It  is  my  understanding,  and  of  particular  significance,  is  that  every  dollar 
invested  into  this  project  will  yield  a  return  of  three  dollars  and  fifty-cents. 
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However,  also  noteworthy  is  the  projected  funding  shortfall  between  the 
current  balance  on-hand  and  what  will  be  needed  to  complete  the  two  portions 
of  U.S.  24. 

As  of  December  1993,  the  remaining  available  balance  for  continuing 
this  project  equalled  $3.5  million  and  future  authorizations  through  1997, 
including  this  fiscal  year,  will  add  an  additional  $7  million  to  the  account. 
INDOT  also  plans  to  continue  providing  funds  for  this  project  in  order  to  keep 
it  on  schedule.    Nevertheless,  after  examining  upcoming  construction  plans, 
one  discovers  that  a  significant  funding  shortfall  is  likely  to  occur.    Between 
now  and  Fiscal  Year  1997  the  project  will  have  over  $100  million  worth  of 
improvements  ready  for  construction,  a  significant  portion  of  which  could 
begin  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  with  a  sufficient  level  of  Federal  investment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  last  three  decades  the  safety  of  motorists  and 
the  economy  along  U.S.  24  have  suffered  considerably  from  transportation 
shortcomings.    As  four-lane  roads  and  major  interstates  were  built,  large 
highways  developed  into  the  primary  freight  distribution  networks  throughout 
the  country.    Also,  as  the  importance  of  railroads  for  hauling  freight 
diminished,  the  use  of  larger  and  more  hazardous  commercial  vehicles  for 
transporting  freight  increased.    Along  U.S.  24  to  the  west  of  Fort  Wayne, 
drivers  of  larger  and  heavier  vehicles  using  this  roadway  eventually  find  that 
after  leaving  Huntington  the  roadway  becomes  a  narrow,  winding,  two-lane 
roadway  ~  assuming,  of  course,  that  they  choose  to  use  the  roadway  at  all. 
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Furthermore,  while  the  cities  of  Fort  Wayne  and  Lafayette  continue  to 
grow,  the  smaller  cities  and  towns  that  lie  in  between  have  been  adversely 
affected  by  the  inaccessibility  created  by  the  poor  conditions  of  the 
underdeveloped  portions  of  the  roadway.    The  communities  in  these  areas  ~ 
composed  of  farms  and  factories  —  are  spread  over  open  countryside,  which 
are  connected  primarily  by  a  patchwork  of  rural  roads.    Despite  these 
communities'  efforts  to  promote  economic  development,  the  transportation 
inadequacies  result  in  companies  overlooking  the  region  for  establishing 
operations.    However,  INDOT  estimates  that  widening  the  underdeveloped 
portions  of  U.S.  24  will  yield  economic  gains  equal  to  $550  million  over  a  ten 
year  period. 

In  addition  to  the  economic  concerns  of  these  communities,  safety  along 
this  route  is  another  issue  worth  serious  consideration.    Passing  along  the 
portions  of  U.S.  24  requiring  improvement  is  difficult  and  poses  serious  traffic 
hazards,  particularly  when  you  consider  that  large  commercial  vehicles  and 
slower  moving  farm  vehicles  use  the  same  route.    A  widened  U.S.  24  will 
certainly  increase  safety  for  famjlies,  farmers,  residents,  and  travelers  who 
share  the  roadway  with  larger  vehicles.    In  fact,  INDOT  projects  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  traffic  accidents  and  nearly  50  fewer  injuries  and/or  fatalities  per 
year  upon  the  completion  of  this  project. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  completing  this  roadway  widening 
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project  will  benefit  more  than  just  the  State  of  Indiana  and  local  communities. 
Completing  this  widening  project  would  truly  contribute  to  the  nation  as  a 
whole.    A  four-lane  highway  stretching  through  the  northcentral  portion  of 
Indiana  would  provide  travelers,  commercial  freight  carriers,  and  students  of 
Purdue  University  a  much  more  efficient  means  by  which  to  travel  to 
destinations  along  the  route,  and  to  the  east  and  west  of  the  route.    While 
calculations  determining  overall  cost  savings  attributed  to  providing  travelers  a 
more  efficient  route  in  this  regard  would  be  hard  to  come  by  on  a  national 
scale,  INDOT  has  estimated  that  350,000  manhours  would  be  saved  per  year 
upon  this  project's  completion,  and  that  average  speeds  would  increase  by 
15  percent. 

The  net  effect  of  these  estimates  translates  into  savings  for  all  who  utilize 
the  roadway.    Freight  and  delivery  companies  would  benefit  by  paying  drivers 
less  for  the  delays  associated  with  the  underdeveloped  portion  of  this  route.    It 
is  also  reasonable  to  assume  that  these  companies  would  likely  experience  an 
increase  in  revenues  due  to  an  increase  in  actual  deliveries.    Furthermore,  the 
projected  increase  in  average  driving  speeds  to  a  more  efficient  level  would 
provide  all  motorists  with  a  reduction  in  fuel  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  fiilly  understand  the 
budgetary  constraints  confronting  this  Subcommittee  during  these  difficult 
budgetary  times.    I  also  understand  that  the  current  status  of  this  project  is  a 
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challenging  prospect  for  this  Subcommittee.    However,  as  we  consider  the 
development  of  the  National  Highway  System,  and  taking  these  factors  into 
account,  I  believe  improvements  to  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor 
will  prove  to  effectively  contribute  to  the  goals  of  ISTEA  and  the  NHS  - 
namely;  efficiency,  economic  development,  and  safety.    Therefore,  I 
respectfully  request  that  the  Subconunittee  continue  to  work  together  with  the 
State  of  Indiana  and  the  cities  and  towns  along  this  route,  and  fmd  it  within 
your  means  to  fully  support  the  construction  schedule  of  this  worthy  roadway 
project. 

Thank  you,  again,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD  SUBMITTED  BY 

TERRY  L.  BREWER,  PRESIDENT 

HOOSIER  HEARTLAND  INDUSTRIAL  CORRIDOR,  INC. 

FOR  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I 
appreciate  the  opportuni^  to  submit  this  statement  fear  the  record,  and  jcdn 
Congresswoman  Long  and  Congressman  Buyer  in  their  support  fiir  the 
Hoosier  Heartland  Industaial  Corridor. 

The  Hoosier  Heartland  Coriidar  project  includes  sections  of  U.S.  24  and 
Sil.  25  in  mid-noirth  Indiana.  Two  sections  of  highway  are  existing  four  lane 
and  the  remainder  is  two  lane  Construction  of  the  four  lane  sections  was 
completed  many  years  ago  and  is  much  appreciated.  However,  those  sections 
end  at  bottleneck  two  lane  sections  of  highway  with  existing  alignment  that  is 
totally  inAdequate  for  the  traffic  of  today  and  the  Aiture.  The  no  passing 
Kmitations  are  excessive  but  necessary  due  to  substandard  vertacal  and 
lioi329Dntal  alignment. 

Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corndor,  Inc.  represents  seven  counties 
along  the  corridor  route  with  a  total  population  of  300,440.  We  have  always 
had  cooperation  among  city^  county  and  state  ofOdals,  as  well  as  strong 
support  firom  the  local  business  communities  and  citizens  regarding  this 
project  We  come  to  you  now,  to  request  funding  for  this  project. 
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The  counties  and  camnranities  between  Fort  Wayne  and  Lafayette, 
Indiana  have  experienced  a  dedimng  industrial  job  base  and  declining 
populations  over  the  past  25  years.  Local  economic  development  officials,  city 
planners  and  county  planners  (piote  the  need  &ar  an  improved  transp<»tation 
network  as  key  to  the  long  term  survivalulity  of  diese  communities.  Ezistiiig 
industries  note  an  improved  hi^way  network  as  a  key  component  of  planned 
effedendes  necessary  for  fntm»  profitabiUiy  in  their  present  kcationa. 

The  safety  of  employoes  traveiii^^  to  and  from  work  via  this  highway  is 
a  nujor  concern  of  local  industry.  *NO  PASSING"  restrictions  exist  for 
nearly  00  percent  of  the  corridor  route.  Traflk  is  frequmtty  slowed  to  less 
than  20  miles  per  hour,  and  kmg  lines  of  vefaides  form  behind  slow  moving 
agricultural  equq)m£nt  that  has  no  {dace  to  move  out  of  the  traffic  lane 
because  the  shoulders  are  narrow  and  the  drop-off>  are  steep. 

Cbnstruction  of  the  new  fi>nr  lane  route  would  improve  saHsty  and 
congestion  problems  that  cause  us  grief  today.  In  the  years  that  I  have 
traveled  this  route,  I  have  observed  vehinilar  aocidenta  resulting  in  fatalities 
and  serious  injuries.  In  evesy  incident,  the  tesuh  would  most  likely  have  been 
nothing  more  than  property  damage  and  perhaps  minor  iiqury  if  the 
occurrence  would  have  been  on  a  modem  four  lane  highway.  Wide  paved 
berms,  standard  width  mMJiawa  and  ri^t-cf-way  areas  along  with  premier 
deceleration  lanes  save  lives. 
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What  dbllar  value  do  we  place  on  human  life?  What  have  we  lost  when 
a  fatality  oocurs?  The  productiyity  and  value  of  one  or  more  human  lives  lost 
per  year  per  county  along  this  hi^way  corridor  is  worth  the  cost  of 
construction. 

Dallas  L.  Winchester,  Mayor  (tf  Wabash  states  that,  nnie  Hoosicr 
Heartland  Industrial  Corridor  is  the  number  one  priority  (at  the  diy  of 
Wabash."  When  a  lars;e  industry,  (over  600  jobs,)  closed  a  plant  in  Wabash, 
the  poor  hi|;faway  system  was  cited  a  aa  reason. 

Larry  S.  Hickman,  Jr..  Executive  Director  of  Wabash  Economic 
Development  Corporation  (WEDCOR)  has  said.  "WEDCOR  has  been  advised 
by  industrial  prospects  many  times  during  the  past  8  to  16  years  that  while 
they  Uked  our  coiinty,  the  existiug  highway  system  was  woefully 
inadequate  for  their  purposes:  consequently,  they  have  located  their 
fimHtien  some^idiere  eke." 

Oflkaals  r^resenting  Grissom  Redevdopment  Authority  and  Peru 
Miami  County  Economic  Development  Corporadon  are  faced  with  a  shrinking 
local  economy  as  we  see  the  realignmoit  date  for  Grissom  AFB  fast 
approaching.  The  urgency  for  relocating  new  industrial  employees  to  this  area 
is  real  and  the  effort  is  robust  However,  aU  of  the  prospects  view  the  existing 
highway  system  between  I<66  at  Lafayette  and  I>69  at  Fort  Wayne  as  a 
restriction  that  would  impede  their  transportation  requirements.  These  same 
industrial  prospects  are  very  interested  in  the  completion  date  of  the  Hoosier 
Heartland  Industrial  Corridor  Highway. 
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\^llliain  A.  Vernon,  Mayor  of  Lcigansport  cites  that  Logansport  is  the 
only  Class  3  city  in  Indiana  without  a  four  lane  hi^way.  He  and  other  city 
and  county  nfB«nAla  and  business  leaders  have  made  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
development  in  Logansport  and  Cass  County.  In  that  plan,  they  recognize 
that  a  four  lane  highway  connecting  Logansport  with  other  regional 
mamdactuiing  centos  is  paramount  to  the  fiiture  growth  ai  the  community. 

Local  industry  and  pohtkal  leaders  across  the  Hoosier  Heartland 
Industrial  Cc^ndor  recognize  that  our  economic  lUture  is  intrinsically  tied  to 
efBdent  access  to  the  interstate  hi^way  system.  The  Hoosier  Heartland 
Corndor  win  provide  that  access. 

As  we  watch  construction  of  the  new  four  lane  brieves  over  the  Wabash 
Rivcx  between  Logansport  and  Peru,  we  can  only  hope  Hiat  future  funds  will 
be  made  available  to  construct  the  highway  sections  necessary  to  complete 
this  project  With  budget  restraints  and  numerous  requests  for  flmding,  we 
recognize  the  difficulties  that  you  and  your  subcommittee  are  facing  Mr. 
Chairman.  However,  we  urge  you  to  note  that  the  Hoosia  Heartland 
Corridor  has  construction  ready-to-go,  to  put  people  to  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  reapoctftiDy  request  thai  you  continue  to  work  with 
the  State  of  Indiana  to  support  and  fund  the  construction  sdiedule  oiHaB  very 
worthy  project. 

Thank  you  fat  your  consideration. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  am  sorry.  In  introducing  your  colleagues  I  left  you 
out.  I  was  not  quite  sure — ^you  have  presented  many  requests  to  us 
and  all  very  valuable,  and  I  did  not  know  that  you  were  here  in 
support  of  the  Hoosier  Heartland  Industrial  Corridor.  But  would 
you  like  to  make  a  statement? 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  not  on  your  list,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  and 
I  talk  with  you  daily,  and  I  see  you  all  the  time  on  the  committee. 

I  did  not  request  time,  but  I  appear  here  to  show  my  continued 
support  for  this  program,  and  I  will  not  take  any  more  time. 

In  looking  at  all  the  names  on  your  list,  you  have  a  lot  of  the 
same  names  that  appear  before  the  committee  I  serve  on  in  appro- 
priations, and  I  certainly  will  not  take  your  time.  It  is  a  good  pro- 
gram, and  thank  you  for  the  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay,  and  thank  you  very  much. 

The  bipartisan  nature  of  projects  is  always  appreciated  by  our 
committee,  because  Mr.  Wolf  and  I  do  not  believe  there  are  Repub- 
lican or  Democratic  roads  or  bridges.  There  is  just  people  that  need 
to  be  served,  and  we  conduct  our  Committee  that  way.  I  am  fortu- 
nate to  have  such  a  good  person  to  work  with  on  the  committee  as 
Mr.  Wolf. 

Would  you  like  to  ask  some  questions,  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No,  and  just  thank  you  for  good  testimony  and  coming 
before  the  committee.  Appreciate  it  very  much.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  do  have  one  question.  We  need  to  know  what  specific 
amount  you  are  requesting  this  year.  We  do  not  have  that.  Do  you 
have  that  for  us? 

Ms.  Long.  We  can  provide  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  would  be  a  very  important  figure  to  have. 

Mr.  Buyer.  The  difficulty  on  the  specific  amount,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  the  State  of  Indiana  says  that  if  we  have  up  to  $100  million,  we 
could  be  ready  to  go.  And  I  have  said  to  the  State  of  Indiana,  to 
INDOT,  that  is  unrealistic  given  the  amount  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  can  affirm  that. 

Mr.  Buyer.  So  we  will  provide  that  for  you. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  Long.  The  total  future  needs  are  about  $115  million  and  the 
State  is  able  to  provide  about  $23  million  of  that.  But  in  terms  of 
the  next  fiscal  year,  we  can  provide  you  a  specific  dollar  amount. 

Mr.  Carr.  You  might  pass  the  word  to  them  that  we  have  to 
know  in  what  segments  of  money.  We  do  not  want  to  approve 
money  that  is  less  than  can  be  effectively  used.  That  is  not  a  good 
use  of  taxpayers'  resources. 

We  also,  similarly,  do  not  want  to  supply  more  money  than  can 
be  effectively  used,  and  we  also  are  aware  that  that  could  change 
depending  on  how  many  segments  they  feel  they  can  put  into  the 
field  at  any  one  time  period. 

So  I  think  what  we  need  to  know  are  the  break-point  chunks  of 
money  that  they  would  need.  Given  an  ambitious  schedule  or  a  lim- 
ited construction  schedule,  what  are  the  highest  levels  they  would 
be  looking  at,  what  are  the  lowest  levels,  and  then  make  segment 
break-points  operable — segment  break-points.  We  need  to  have  all 
of  those  types  of  figures. 

I  also  would  reiterate  what  I  have  said  to  other  panels  that  have 
now  come  and  gone;  that  we  face  a  very  serious  problem  in  timing. 
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as  Mr.  Myers  knows.  We  are  going  to  be  marking  up  very  shortly, 
because  normally  the  month  of  July  is  available  to  appropriators 
for  the  Floor  and  that  is  expected  now  to  be  "health  care  month." 
And  so  we  are  going  to  have  to  accomplish  our  job  earlier  than  we 
normally  would.  That  gives  us  some  time  compression  and  we  are 
anxious  to  mark  up  fairly  soon. 

Unfortunately,  the  Public  Works  Committee  has  decided  that 
clean  water  is  a  higher  priority  than  the  NHS  bill,  and  so  they 
have  somewhat  delayed  the  markup  of  the  NHS  bill  and  because 
there  is  a  relationship  between  their  mark  on  your  project  and  our 
funding  on  your  project,  we  have  the  threat  of  a  time  sequence 
problem.  I  have  alerted  the  Public  Works  Committee  to  that,  but 
you  might  also  be  mindful  of  that. 

We  are  not  likely  in  this  committee  to  mark  up  projects  for  which 
there  is  not  sufficient  authorization  authority  in  a  bill  that  they  are 
working  on. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  been  criticized  for  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  we  have  a  serious  time  sequence  problem  and  at 
some  point  we  cannot  delay.  This  Committee  operates  on  hard 
deadlines.  Public  Works  operates  on  somewhat  softer  deadlines, 
and  that  is  becoming  a  problem.  You  might  tell  your  friends  on 
Public  Works  about  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  This  is  being  built  in  segments.  Part  is  complete,  so 
it  is  easier  to  hook  up  parts.  So,  eventually,  hopefully,  they  will 
have  this  segment  built  from  Fort  Wayne  to  Lafayette;  so  part  of 
it  can  be  built  and  the  State  can  come  up  real  quickly. 

Mr.  Buyer.  This  is  on  a  construction  schedule.  Department  of 
Transportation  does  have  this  on  a  construction  schedule,  Mr. 
Chairman,  so  we  will  get  this  information  to  you  immediately. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay,  thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Long.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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INDIANA  -  U.S.  24/State  Road  25 
Priority  Segments 


Wabash  to  Huntington: 


Segment  III 


Road  Relocaton  from  0.2  mile  east  of  County  Road  600  to 
0.06  mile  west  of  County  Road  1000  West  in  wabash 
County.    Length:    1.97  miles. 
Cost:    $7,900,000  (Federal  Share:    $5,925,000) 


SUBTOTAL:        $5,925,000 


Logansport  to  Peru: 


Section  III  -  Road  Relocation  from  County  Road  500  East  to  0.06  mile 

northeast  of  existing  U.S.  24,  Cass  County.    Length: 
5.6  miles. 
Cost:    $17,680,000  (Federal  Share:    $13,260,000) 

SUBTOTAL:        $13,260,000 


TOTAL: 


$19,185,000 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 


ASHINGTON  METROPOLITAN  AREA  TRANSIT 

AUTHORITY 

WITNESS 

HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  Montgomery 
County,  Maryland,  Congresswoman  Connie  Morella. 

Your  statement  will  be  put  in  the  record  and  we  will  ask  you  to 
summarize  your  request  for  us. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Congressman  Wolf.  This  is  like 
an  annual  appearance  before  the  committee  testifying  in  support  of 
Washington's  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority's  Funding  Re- 
quest for  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

You  have  had  the  new  General  Manager  Larry  Reuter,  before 
you,  and  he  has  assured  you  that  the  Fast  Track  is,  in  fact,  on 
track;  now  74  stations,  89.5  miles  in  service,  and  WMATA  has  been 
depending  upon  consistent  Federal  support  and  was  able  to  procure 
a  line  of  credit  for  $600  million. 

The  line  of  credit  will  allow  Metro  to  continue  an  aggressive  con- 
struction schedule,  to  save  money  and  bring  the  full  103-mile  sys- 
tem into  service  five  years  ahead  of  schedule. 

Today  I  am  requesting  that  the  subcommittee  appropriate  the 
full  $212  million  that  WMATA  needs  to  continue  its  construction 
program.  If  the  Fast  Track  construction  is  maintained  as  planned, 
then  that  103-mile  system  can  be  completed  for  the  authorized 
amount  of  $2.1  billion.  Five  years  and  $600  million  will  be  saved. 
A  year  of  delay,  however,  will  cost  $110  million  to  $150  million, 

Metro  construction  generates  jobs.  A  completed  station  brings 
economic  development  to  an  area,  takes  new  riders  to  jobs  in  other 
parts  of  the  region,  and,  as  you  know,  we  say  this  almost  every 
year,  that  indeed  it  does  help  the  area  to  meet  its  clean  air  stand- 
ards. 

The  region  does  not  meet  the  Federal  Air  Quality  Standards  and 
Metro  takes  at  least  150,000  cars  off  area  roads  during  rush  hour 
and  contributes  to  improved  air  quality. 

The  administration  supports  WMATA's  funding.  Secretary  Pena, 
in  a  letter  to  area  Members  of  Congress,  stated  "the  Washington 
Area  Transit  System  serves  as  an  example  of  what  can  be  achieved 
through  an  effective  and  efficient  partnership  of  the  local.  State 
and  Federal  Grovemments." 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Congressman  Wolf,  Metro  is  at  a 
critical  juncture.  It  needs  stable  Federal  support  to  complete  the 
planned  103-mile  system.  All  the  residents,  not  only  of  Montgomery 
County,  Maryland,  eagerly  await  the  opening  of  the  Glenmont  Sta- 
tion in  mid-1988,  but  all  of  us  look  forward  to  cutting  the  ribbon 
at  the  Green  Line  Branch  Avenue  Station,  which  will  mark  the 
completion  of  the  103-mile  system. 

So  I  urge  this  Committee,  under  your  leadership,  to  support  the 
full  $212  million  that  we  are  asking  in  funding  this  year.  American 
taxpayers  who  may  come  to  town  with  a  cynical  view  of  Washing- 
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ton  will  leave  impressed  by  the  safe,  clean,  reliable  system  they 
will  use  to  reach  Capitol  Hill,  all  of  the  various  museums  or  the 
White  House. 

And  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  past  support,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  sorry  you  will  be  over  in  the  Senate  next  year.  You  will  not 
be  here. 

I  want  to  thank  Congressman  Wolf,  he  certainly  can  attest  to  the 
benefits  of  Metro.  My  colleague,  Jim  Moran  can  also. 

I  thank  you  very  much.  Be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  support  of  WMATA. 

The  Committee  has,  as  you  pointed  out,  been  a  supporter  of 
WMATA  and  their  requests.  I  am  only  constrained  to,  I  guess,  ask 
for  your  support  in  making  sure  that  WMATA  understands  that 
103  miles  is  all  the  further  we  are  going. 

We  have  many  other  systems  in  America  who  have  been  waiting 
for  a  long  time  to  create  the  kind  of  transit  system  that  Washing- 
ton area  has  created.  One  of  the  reasons  they  have  not  been  able 
to  be  either  funded  or  their  funding  has  been  at  less  than  efficient 
rates  is  because  of  our  generosity  to  WMATA.  And  I  am,  frankly, 
a  little  disturbed  by  some  of  the  newspaper  reports  they  hear  about 
plans  to  extend  WMATA  beyond,  the  subway,  beyond  the  103-mile 
limit. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  need  to  complete  the  system  and  do  it 
as  efficiently  as  we  can,  let  it  mature,  perhaps  at  some  later  date, 
when  other  systems  around  the  country  have  had  their  opportunity 
to  create  a  system  as  good  as  this  one,  then  perhaps  taking  into 
account  demographic  changes,  et  cetera,  that  have  occurred  would 
merit  WMATA  coming  back  in  and  competing  with  all  other  transit 
systems. 

I  just  have  to  express  that  while  I  am  a  supporter  of  the  103- 
mile  system,  and  have  fought  for  that  in  this  Committee  and  will 
provide  for  it  in  the  Chairman's  mark  this  year  again,  I  am  becom- 
ing a  little  more  distressed  at  the  newspaper  reports.  And  I  know 
that  you  know  all  those  local  officials,  and  I  can  appreciate  they 
think  they  have  got  a  good  thing  and  they  would  just  like  to  ride 
it  even  more,  but  there  are  other  communities  in  America  that 
have  transit  needs,  too. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  I  appreciate  your  statement  and  your  commit- 
ment to  the  103  miles.  I  think  you  are  right,  and  also  would  want 
to  pinpoint  the  fact  that  there  is  some  hyperbole  on  the  part  of 
newspapers  in  their  desire  to  come  up  with  something  that  would 
be  an  unusual  or  unique  story,  and  that  may  be  the  case. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Connie,  thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  come  before 
the  Committee.  I  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Mrs.  MoRELLA.  Thank  you.  Thanks  for  all  your  support. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 


INTERMODAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY 
ACT  FUNDING,  FAIRFAX  COUNTY  PARKWAY 

WITNESS 

HON.  JAMES  P.  MORAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  recognize  at  this  time  Congressman 
Moran,  our  good  friend  and  colleague  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  MoRAN.  Thank  you  very  much.  Chairman  Carr,  and  Mr. 
Wolf.  Nice  to  see  you  both. 

I  want  to  emphasize  two  requests  before  you  today.  I  am  rep- 
resenting northern  Virginia,  as  I  know  the  Ranking  Minority  Mem- 
ber of  this  committee  does  very  well  day  in  and  day  out.  So  you 
are  undoubtedly  aware  of  the  fact  that  northern  Virginia  has  1.4 
million  people  in  it  now,  and  it  is  ranking  at  the  top  in  terms  of 
population  density,  of  two-income  families,  of  labor  force  participa- 
tion rates,  and,  as  a  result  of  commuting  times,  we  have  some  of 
the  worst  figures  in  terms  of  lost  downtime  for  commutes  to  and 
from  work.  That  is  what  we  want  to  talk  to  you  about. 

First  of  all,  it  is  terribly  important,  as  you  know,  that  we  get  full 
funding  for  ISTEA.  Within  ISTEA  we  have  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  the  Woodrow  Wilson  Bridge,  and  I  would  certainly  hope 
that  bridge  will  be  expanded.  We  also  have  the  extension  of  High 
Occupancy  Vehicle  lanes  down  Shirley  Highway  to  Quantico,  and 
we  have  funded  a  study  to  reach  a  resolution  on  how  we  deal  with 
what  is  called  the  "Mixing  Bowl"  in  Springfield,  where  1-95,  495 
and  395  all  converge  and  create  a  parking  lot  in  the  middle  of  that 
area.  So  it  is  terribly  important  to  us  in  northern  Virginia  that 
ISTEA  be  fully  funded. 

Now,  in  addition  to  that,  it  is  critically  important  that  we  get 
this  committee's  support  for  a  project  that  I  mentioned  several 
times  to  the  Chairman  and  I  know  Mr.  Wolf  has  as  well  last  time 
around,  and  it  needs  to  be  included  this  time  around,  and  that  is 
the  Fairfax  County  Parkway. 

The  Fairfax  County  Parkway  was  plemned  30  years  ago.  It  links 
the  northwestern  parts  of  Fairfax  County  at  Route  7  with  the 
southeastern  parts  of  Fairfax  County  at  Route  1.  It  provides  a  criti- 
cal circumferential  highway  between  1-66  and  Route  123,  where 
there  currently  is  simply  no  alternative. 

It  will  alleviate  the  grid-locked  traffic  at  rush  hour,  particularly 
on  the  Capital  Beltway.  We  figure  it  will  take  about  50,000  vehicles 
off  that  main  artery. 

While  it  is  not  a  substitute  for  an  outer  beltway,  we  have  to  have 
it  to  provide  critical  relief. 

I  think  we  have  a  good  case  to  make  because  we  are  not  asking 
for  substantial  Federal  funding  in  terms  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
project.  The  project  itself  has  already  been  funded.  Eighty  percent 
of  the  funding  has  come  from  non-Federal  sources.  We  have  $99 
million  in  State  funds,  $64  million  in  State  bonds,  $260  million 
from  local  Fairfax  County  bonds,  for  a  total  of  $450  million  of  non- 
Federal  money  which  has  been  put  into  this  project,  even  though 
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it  is  designated  as  part  of  the  National  Highway  System  and  it  is 
on  the  Strategic  Highway  Network. 

And  we  know  that  this  is  deserved  because  of  the  fact  that  much 
of  the  need  for  this  is  brought  about  because  of  Federal  action. 

The  fact  is  that  when  we  closed  down  Cameron  Station,  particu- 
larly those  employees,  those  Federal  employees,  were  moved  over 
to  Fort  Belvoir.  They  have  to  get  to  Fort  Belvoir.  They  cannot  get 
to  Fort  Belvoir  unless  we  have  a  Fairfax  County  Parkway  available 
to  them. 

And,  in  addition  to  that,  the  Army  has  a  major  development  at 
the  Engineer  Proving  Grounds  that  it  is  an  equity  partner  in.  It  is 
the  Army's  land.  Federal  land.  For  that  to  work,  they  have  to  have 
access  to  that  property,  and,  thus,  again,  it  is  a  Federal  activity 
that  certainly  deserves  Federal  funding. 

So  we  are  asking  for  $57  million  to  complete  one  of  the  last  seg- 
ments of  this  road.  It  goes  from  Newington  to  Telegraph  Road.  And 
my  colleague  and  friend  Gerry  Hyland,  representing  that  part  of 
Fairfax  County,  has  already  testified  before  this  committee  on  the 
need  for  it. 

I  know  Mr.  Wolf  is  aware  of  it  as  well,  and  we  expect  to  get  a 
favorable  response  from  the  authorizing  committee  on  this. 

In  anticipation  of  a  question  that  I  would  expect  you  to  ask,  we 
have  discussed  this  with  Mr.  Rahall  and  we  are  anticipating  get- 
ting the  authorization,  but  we  need  to  let  you  know  that  the  fund- 
ing needs  to  come  this  year.  So  if  it  does  not,  those  4,500  more  em- 
ployees that  are  going  into  Fort  Belvoir,  I  do  not  see  how  they  will 
ever  get  there,  and  it  certainly  has  very  negative  ramifications  for 
any  development  in  that  Federal  property  and  Engineer  Proving 
Grounds. 

So  I  thank  you  for  considering  this  question  and  will  be  happy 
to  respond  to  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Hon.  Moran  and  Gerald  Hyland  fol- 
low:! 


131 


COMMITTEE 
ON 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

OMMERCE  JUSTICE   STATE 
AND  JUOICIAflY 

LEGISLATIVE 
VICE  CHAIRMAN 


€onixtii  of  ti)e  Winittt  States; 

J^oust  of  l^epreiSentatttieg 

aaagfjington,  ISC  20515-4608 

statement   of   Representative  James   P.    Moran 

Before   the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee   on  Transportation 

April    21,    1994 


JAMES  P.  MORAN 

8th  District  of  Virginia 

washington  office 

430  Cannon  house  Office  Building 

Washington.  DC  20515-4606 

12021  225-4376 


FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
SERVICE  TASK  FORCE 

CO-CHAIRMAN 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  on  one  of  the  most 
important  issues  confronting  both  my  Congressional  District  and 
throughout  Northern  Virginia  --  transportation. 

As  you  are  aware,  Northern  Virginia  continues  as  one  of  the 
fastest -growing  regions  of  the  country.   With  over  1.4  Million 
people,  it  comes  in  at  the  very  top  of  national  rankings  in 
population  density,  two- income  families,  labor- force 
participation  rates,  and,  unfortunately,  commuting  times.   A  trip 
around  our  region  during  the  morning  or  evening  rush  hour  will 
confirm  what  many  of  us  already  know  -  -  we  are  not  keeping  up 
with  the  demand  for  transportation. 

I  come  before  the  Subcommittee  this  year  to  request  your 
continued  support  as  we  work  to  relieve  the  gridlock  which  is 
squeezing  our  area  --  both  economically  and  in  our  quality  of 
life. 

Foremost  in  my  request  is  full  funding  for  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) .   Many  of  the  major 
transportation  problems  in  our  region  were  addressed  by  ISTEA, 
including  maintenance  and  repair  of  the  Woodrow  Wilson  Bridge, 
extension  of  High-Occupancy  Vehicle  Lanes  (HOV)  lanes  down  1-95 
to  Quantico,  and  a  study  to  find  relief  for  the  section  of  the 
Capital  Beltway  where  1-95,  1-495,  and  1-395  come  together  to 
create  the  Springfield  "Mixing  Bowl."   Without  full  funding  of 
ISTEA,  however,  none  of  these  projects  will  have  the  intended 
impact  on  relieving  the  enormous  traffic  problems  that  we  are 
experiencing  in  Northern  Virginia. 
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them  from  an  already  clogged  network.  While  not  a  substitute  for 
an  "Outer  Beltway, "  this  parkway  will  provide  much  relief  to  the 
people  who  live  and  work  in  Northern  Virginia. 

I  want  to  remind  the  Subcommittee  that  we  don't  come  to  the 
table  looking  for  a  handout.   In  keeping  with  the  adage  that 
"good  things  come  to  those  who  help  themselves,"  I  aun  proud  to 
inform  you  that  the  Parkway  -  -  now  80%  completed  -  -  has  been 
funded  almost  entirely  by  Virginia  funds  and  bonds,  Fairfax 
County  bonds,  and  developer  contributions  --a  total  of  over  $450 
million.   Assistance  from  this  Subcommittee  and  the  full 
committee  would  help  greatly  in  finishing  this  project. 

In  this  regard,  I  am  requesting  $57  million  in  direct 
federal  appropriations  from  this  committee  to  support 
construction  of  one  of  the  last  uncompleted  sections  of  the 
Parkway  --   the  crucial  segment  from  1-95  in  Newington  to 
Telegraph  Road.   This  section  will  link  one  of  the  busiest 
interstates  in  the  region  with  a  rapidly- growing  Army  Command 
Center  at  Fort  Belvoir.   As  part  of  my  testimony  I  cim  submitting, 
for  the  record,  testimony  provided  by  my  friend,  Fairfax  County 
Supervisor  Gerry  Hyland  on  this  specific  project.   He  provided 
this  testimony  to  the  Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee  last 
month . 

Again,  my  district  is  grateful  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
members  of  this  subcommittee,  and  the  entire  Appropriations 
Committee  for  your  continued  support  of  the  demanding  traffic 
needs  of  Northern  Virginia. 
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• 

Good  afternoon  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  Ihis  Subcommiltee.  My  name  is  Gerry  Hyland 
and  have  served  as  ihe  elected  Member  of  the  Fairfax  County,  Virginia  Board  of  Supervisors 
from  the  Mt.  Vernon  District  since  1988.  In  addition  to  my  many  Board  responsibilities,  I  also 
serve  on  the  Boards  of  the  Virginia  and  National  Association  of  Counties,  and  on  the  Board  of 
the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Council  of  Governments. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony  and 
recognize  the  exemplary  work  of  Congresswoman  Leslie  Byrne,  a  distinguished  member  of  this 
Subcommittee,  on  a  host  Northern  Virginia  transportation  matters  and  express  the  County's 
appreciation  for  her  long-standing  support  of  this  project. 

Fairfax  County  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  of  the  nation.  Our  population  now  stands  at 
850,000,  making  us  the  equivalent  in  size  to  the  1 1th  largest  city  in, the  United  States.  Further, 
my  district  is  projected  to  remain  the  largest  in  the  County  (now  at  111,000)  through  the  year 
2020  (when  it  will  reach  133,500).  With  a  nearly  2  percent  annual  rate  of  population  growth, 
our  County's  transportation  infrastructure  is  being  heavily  strained. 

I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  entire  Fairfax  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  which  has  established 
compleUon  of  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway/Franconia-Springfield  Parkway  (hereafter  referred 
to  as  "the  Parkway")  as  its  single  most  important  transportation  priority.  The  Parkway  is  a  35- 
mile  major  controlled  access  facility  located  entirely  in  Fairfax  County,  Virginia.  The  design 
provides  for  a  four  and  six  lane  shoulder  section  initially  with  provision  for  future  expansion  to 
six  and  eight  lanes.    A  multi-purpose  bikeway/trail  runs  the  entire  length  of  the  project. 

The  roadway  begins  in  the  northwest  comer  of  F^rfax  County  at  the  Route  7/Algonkian 
Parkway  intersection  and  traverses  the  County,  ending  at  Route  1  and  Oeulah  Street  in  the 
southeast.  The  link  between  Rolling  Road  and  Bculah  Street  is  named  the  Franconia-Springfield 
Parkway  while  the  remainder  (Route  7  to  Route  1)  is  called  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway.  The 
Parkway  is  the  County's  only  circumferential  highway  outside  the  Capital  Beltway.  It  links  with 
three  m^or  limited  access  facilities,  1-95, 1-66,  and  the  Dulles  Toll  Road.  When  complete,  the 
Parkway  will  enable  vehicles  to  travel  directly  from  Reston  in  the  northwest  part  of  the  County 
to  Route  1  in  the  Southern-most  part  of  the  County.  The  Parkway  will  also  provide  major 
access  to  the  Franconia-Springfield  Metrorail  Station  and  Transporution  Center  as  well  as  Fort 
Bclvoir  and  the  proposed  Engineering  Proving  Grounds  Development. 

We  urge  your  support  at  this  time  for  ISTEA  authorization  of  a  critical  unfunded  segment  of  the 
Parkway  project,  1-95  at  Newington  tO;  Telegraph  Road.  The  initial  phase  of  the  project  for 
which  funding  is  requested  begins  at  Newington  Road,  immediately  south  of  the  1-95 
Ncwington/BackJick  Road  interchange  (now  under  construction  as  part  of  the  1-95  HOV  Lanes 
Extension),  and  ends  with  a  grade-separated  interchange  at  Telegraph  Road.  Tlus  segment  will 
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provide  a  four  lane  access-controlled  facility  senerally  following  the  existing  Backlick  Road 
alignment  This  one  mile  portion  of  the  larger  Parlcway  project  is  designed  to  provide  direct 
access  from  I-9S  to  Fort  Belvoir  located  in  the  Route  1  area. 

The  total  cost  to  complete  this  segment  is  $57  million  with  $43  million  required  for  land 
acquisition,  and  $14  million  for  construction  including  utility  relocation. 

This  project  is  most  meritorious  for  authorization  of  Federal  funds  and  represents  an 
extraordinary  undertaking  in  several  respects: 

•  the  Parkway  represents  a  mature  project  with  more  than  80  percent  cither  completed 
or  funded  for  construction.  The  project  boasts  a  phenomenal  track  record  for  meeting 
planned  milestones  on-time  and  on-budget.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  project  is 
ready  to  go  and  that  the  funds  we  are  seeking  can  be  fUlly  obligated  during  the  remaining 
three  years  of  ISTEA. 

•  the  project  enjoys  widespread  community,  regional  and  State  support.  The 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  Fairfax  County  and  private  developers  have  already 
committed  $386  million  to  the  project,  with  an  additional  $64  million  in  publicly- 
approved  bonds  also  committed  to  date.  These  resources  account  for  the  lion's  share  of 
fiinding  required  to  complete  the  entire  Parkway  project  But  with  the  capacity  for 
County  and  State  resource  commitments  nearly  exhausted  for  a  project  of  this  magnitude, 
this  critical  link  will  not  come  to  fruition  without  access  to  federal  resources. 

•  we  face  an  enormous  challenge  in  Fair^  County  over  the  next  decade  as  we  work 
to  ease  growing  traffic  gridlock  and  sustain  a  quality  of  life  of  which  we  are  most  proud. 
Importantly,  it  will  ease  trafTic  burdens  throughout  the  region  by  relieving  the 
exponential  growth  of  vehicular  traffic  on  the  Beltway  (49S)  and  the  County's  secondary 
roads.  Many  will  be  surprised  to  learn  that  1990  census  data  reveals  that  more  than  half 
of  the  County's' residents  work  within  the  County.  Nearly  75  percent  work  in  Virginia, 
with  only  20  percent  presently  working  in  the  District.  Such  cross-County  commuter 
trafTic  brings  with  it  difficult  burdens  for  our  road  system  and  tremendous  challenges. 
We  have  worked  diligently  to  fashion  transportation  plans  which  meet  these  challenges. 
In  this  instance,  we  have  endeavored  to  accommodate  the  rather  significant  growth 
envisioned  for  the  Fort  Belvoir  and  EPG  sites  and  are  now  assessing  the  transportation 
impacts  of  a  monumental  development  plan  under  development  by  the  Army  for  the  area. 


Now  please  allow  mc  to  detail  for  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Subcommittee,  the 
essential  rational  for  this  project  and  the  cost  assumptions  built  into  our  request 


136 


Fort  Bclvoir  Growth 


Fort  Bclvoir,  as  you  may  be  aware,  is  a  major  Army  installation  with  a  development  mission 
to  become  an  administrative  support  center  providing  services  throughout  the  region.  Certain 
growth  in  employee  commute  trips  to  this  particular  area  of  the  County  will  only  exacerbate 
acute  infrastructure  problems  we  already  face.  The  recent  restructuring  of  many  military 
insullations  associated  with  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Program  (BRAC)  will  result  in 
very  significant  changes  at  Fort  Bclvoir  In  the  southern  portion  of  Fairfax  County.  The 
immediate  impact  of  these  actions  will  be  the  addition  of  approximately  4,500  employees  to  Fort 
Bclvoir  and  600  additional  peak  hour  vehicles  on  the  Backllck  Road/Fairfax  County  Parkway 
alignment  jp  199S.  Additional  relocations  of  facilities  to  the  Fort  are  also  anUcipatcd  and  under 
consideration.  The  near-term  influx  of  employees  to  the  Fort  will  significantly  impact  existing 
roads  in  southeastern  Fairfax  County,  most  of  which  are  already  operating  under  congested 
conditions  during  the  peak  commuting  hours.  Further,  a  major  public-private  development  plan 
has  been  developed  by  the  Army  and  the  County  is  presently  assessing  the  massive  transportation 
and  other  infrastructure  components  of  the  plan.  ■•- 

In  order  to  attempt  to  mitigate  some  of  the  impacts  of  the  Fort  Bclvoir  expansion,  the 
Department  of  Defense  has  proposed  utilizing  Defense  Access  Road  Program  (DARP)  funds  to 
complete  the  southernmost  1.8  miles  of  the  Fairfax  County  Parkway  between  Telegraph  Road 
and  Route  1.  With  the  anticipated  approval  of  Defense  Access  Road  Program  funds  for 
construction  of  the  roadway  immediately  to  the  south  of  this  project,  and  construction  of  the 
segment  to  the  north  (the  reconstruction  of  the  I-95/Newington  interchange  and  Parkway 
construction  between  Fullerton  and  Ncwington  Roads)  nearing  completion,  a  major  gap  between 
the  I-95/Newington  interchange  and  Telegraph  Road  will  exist  in  the  network  serving  Fort 
Belvoir  and  the  surrounding  area.  A  significant  percentage  of  existing  and  future  employees  at 
Fort  Belvoir  will  need  to  use  this  connection  to  I-9S,  Telegraph  Road,  and  Route  1.  Funds  are 
requested  to  close  the.  gap,  thereby  providing  a  continuous  four  lane,  limited  access  roadway 
linking  I-9S  to  Route  1. 

The  Fairfax  County  Parkway  has  been  designated  as  a  National  Highway  System  (KIIS)  Route. 
In  addition,  the  segment  for  which  immediate  funding  is  requested  is  also  on  the  Strategic 
Highway  Network  (STRAHNFT). 

Non-Federal  Resource  Commitmftnts  and  Project  Timetable 

Funding  to  date  for  the  Fairfax  County  Parkv^y/Franconia-Springfield  Parkway  is:  $99  million 
In  State  fbnds,  which  includes  the  Federal  share;  $64  million  in  State  bonds;  $260  million  in 
Fairfax  County  bonds  and  other  funds;  and  $27  million  in  developer  contributions.  These 
resources  in  hand  account  for  total  funding  to  date  of  $4S0  million.  We  have  not  relied  on 
access  to  Federal  resources  to  date. 
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All  Preliminary  Engineering  has  been  completed  and  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
was  approved  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  The  project  is  ready  to  proceed  to  land 
acquisition. 

When  funding  U  received,  VDOT  will  be  in  a  position  to  begin  acquiring  right-of-way  for  the 
segment  from  the  I-9S  interchange  through  the  Telegraph  Road  interchange.  It  is  expected  the 
right-of-way  acquisition  process  could  begin  within  30  days  after  receipt  of  the  necessary 
funding. 

The  project  is  included  in  the  Transportation  Improvement  Program  for  the  Washington 
Metropolitan  Region  (FY  1994-1999). 

The  Transportation  Coordination  Council  of  Northern  Virginia  has  designated  the  Fairfax  County 
Parkway/Franconia-Springfield  Parkway  as  one  of  three  top  priorities  in  the  Northern  Virginia 
Region.  (The  TCC  is  comprised  of  local  government  appointees  for  the  15  jurisdictions  within 
Northern  Virginia,  General  Assembly  appointees  to  regional  transportation  bodies,  and  the 
Northern  Virginia  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  member.^ 

Conclusion 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  an  absolute  need  for  federal  resource  commitments  is  present.  The 
congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  enhancement  benefits  arc  dear  and  compelling.  With 
widespread  community  support,  and  the  environmental  impact  assessments  complete,  we  can 
provide  absolute  assurance  that  every  cent  of  the  funding  authorization  we  seek  will  be  fiilly 
obligated  over  the  next  three  year  period.  We  have  met  the  challenge  of  the  Subcommittee's 
thoughtful  investment  criteria  and  now  hope  that  the  merit  of  this  request  will  lead  to  favorable 
Subcommittee  action.  Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  case. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Moran,  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Jim,  thanks  for  your  testimony.  You  make  a  good 
case.  This  is  absolutely  critical. 

I  guess  the  question  I  was  going  to  ask  you  and  you  really  an- 
swered, is  how  successful  do  you  think  you  will  be  with  the  author- 
izing committee? 

If  it  is  authorized,  I  would  certainly  try  to  help  you  here  to  get 
the  money  because  that  is  needed  to  take  it  down  to  95.  I  don't 
know  what  is  going  to  happen  on  95,  and  now  you  are  finding  peo- 
ple feeding  in  on  the  beltway  who  really  do  not  want  to  be  there. 
They  want  to  swing  around  and  go  back  out.  So  it  is  an  important 
project. 

You  seem  to  think  there  is  a  good  chance  the  authorizers  would 
put  this  in? 

Mr.  MoRAN.  We  have  talked  with  them.  I  have  provided  testi- 
mony to  the  committee  quite  some  time  ago,  and  we  understand 
the  support  is  there. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  would  need  that  here  because  of  the  problems  last 
year,  but  I  am  sympathetic.  I  think  this  is  very,  very  important. 

Mr.  Moran.  I  appreciate  that  very  much,  Mr.  Wolf.  That  part  of 
northwestern  Fairfax  County,  Prince  William  and  Loudoun  con- 
tinue to  grow.  And  right  now,  as  you  know,  they  have  no  way  to 
get  across  county,  to  get  from  the  west  to  the  east.  They  have  to 
go  north  and  then  cut  over,  and  it  just  begs  for  a  circumferential 
highway  network. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Moran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Moran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
FUNDING  FOR  UPGRADE  OF  fflGHWAY  89  IN  UTAH 

WITNESS 

HON.  JAMES  V.  HANSEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Jim  Hansen  from 
the  beautiful  State  of  Utah. 

I  was  just  out  there  the  other  day  and  it  looked  great. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Hope  you  enjoyed  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  we  will  ask 
you  to  summarize  your  request. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Thank  you  and  I  will  do  that. 

I  am  glad  you  enjoyed  the  State  of  Utah,  and  I  know  you  have 
been  out  there  on  numerous  occasions  and  I  know  you  realize  the 
vast  majority  of  people  in  Utah  live  along  the  Wasatch  Front.  It  is 
a  big  State,  but  70  percent  of  the  folks  live  from  Provo  up  to 
Ogden,  and  we  have  one  of  those  unique  characteristics  where  it 
is  the  only  place  that  I  know  in  the  United  States  where  we  have 
not  connected  two  interstates. 
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1-15  runs  north  and  south  and  1-84  runs  from  Ogden  to  Chicago. 
What  a  lot  of  folks  do  not  realize  is  we  have  not  connected  the 
interstate  at  that  place.  So  everyone  goes  up  to  a  little  town  called 
Farmington,  then,  instead  of  following  1-15  to  get  to  1-84,  they  go 
up  U.S.  89. 

U.S.  89,  when  I  was  a  young  man  and  lived  in  that  area,  that 
is  where  I  am  from,  was  just  a  cow  path.  There  was  hardly  any- 
body there  then  in  that  particular  area.  Now  we  have  all  these 
trucks  that  are  carrying  things  that  go  up  from  L.A.,  they  come  up 
through  Utah  and  instead  of  going  up  1-15  they  go  up  89. 

89  has  been  improved.  You  can  see  on  the  map  it  goes  from 
Farmington  and  connects  to  1-84  where  it  goes  east  towards  Chi- 
cago. The  problem  we  have  is  this  1-89  is  12  miles  that  now,  in- 
stead of  the  days  when  there  was  cherry  orchards  around  it,  now 
it  is  growing  up  with  subdivisions  and  churches  and  schools  and 
Hill  Air  Force  Base,  there  is  a  defense  depot,  Ogden,  up  in  that 
particular  area,  so  it  is  probably  the  most  used  highway  in  north- 
em  Utah. 

At  the  same  time,  with  all  of  these  schools  and  things  around  it, 
we  have  little  children  that  are  trying  to  cross  that  thing  when  you 
have  all  this  horrendous  traffic  going  on  it. 

I  was  talking  to  the  people  of  State  Farm  and  Allstate  and  Trav- 
elers the  other  day,  and  they  say  there  are  more  severe  accidents 
on  that  section  of  road  than  any  other  place  in  America.  They  have 
more  fatalities  there.  There  is  more  really  serious  accidents  be- 
cause here  we  have  a  congested  area  and  we  have  1-89  running 
right  through  the  middle  of  it. 

So  we  thought  what  are  the  alternatives  to  this,  and  the  people 
in  that  area  said  let  us  make  it  an  expressway  because  we  are  just 
tired  of  killing  people  on  this  road. 

We  started  out  and  substantially  funded  in  past  years,  1991, 
1992,  1993.  We  did  not  get  anything  in  1994,  and  we  are  stuck 
with  the  thing  half  done,  the  exchanges  going  into  Hill  Air  Force 
Base,  where  22,000  people  a  day  go  in,  and  we  are  trying  to  work 
out  a  way  to  take  care  of  this  really  serious  problem  to  the  State 
of  Utah. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  are  really  asking  you  and  Mr.  Wolf  and 
the  Members  of  the  committee  is  if  you  could  look  at  this  as  one 
of  those  top  priority  things,  and  I  am  sure  everybody  says  that,  but 
we  are  so  tired  of  killing  our  children  and  having  so  many  prob- 
lems happening  in  that  area,  from  an  area  like  these  high-growth 
places  where  it  just  continues  to — we  exacerbate  the  problem  with 
so  many,  many  homes  in  it  and  churches  and  schools  that  we  have 
to  do  something  along  that  line. 

Our  new  Grovemor  Leavitt,  he  said  this  is  one  of  the  most  critical 
problems  that  UDOT,  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation,  has. 
So  we  would  seriously  appreciate  the  consideration  of  the  commit- 
tee for  the  $20  million  we  are  asking  for  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Hansen  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  JAMES  V.  HANSEN 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

APRIL  21,  1994 

CHAIRMAN,  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  IT  IS  WITH 
GREAT  PLEASURE  THAT  I  SEEK  YOUR  SUPPORT  TO  INSURE  THAT  UTAHNS,  AND 
INDEED,  THE  TRAVELING  PUBLIC  FROM  THROUGHOUT  AMERICA  WHO  USE   THE 
MAJOR  THOROUGHFARES  IN  OUR  STATE,  CAN  DO  SO  IN  RELATIVE  COMFORT 
AND  SAFETY.   I  AM  REFERRING  TO  MY  REQUEST  FOR  A  $20  MILLION 
APPROPRIATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  FOR  THE  COMPLETION  OF 
THE  UPGRADE  OF  U.S.  HIGHWAY  89  IN  UTAH. 

U.S.  HIGHWAY  89  EXTENDS  APPROXIMATELY  12  MILES  BETWEEN  THE  CITIES 
OF  FARMINGTON  AND  OGDEN  A  MAJOR  THOROUGHFARE  ON  THE  WASATCH  FRONT. 
NOT  ONLY  DOES  IT  PROVIDE  THE  PRINCIPAL  LINK  BETWEEN  MAJOR 
INTERSTATES  AND  THESE  CITIES,  BUT  IT  IS  THE  MAIN  LINE  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  BETWEEN  SMALLER  COMMUNITIES  AND  THEIR  MARKETS  AND 
SUPPLIERS.   MOREOVER,  IT  IS  A  PRIME  HIGHWAY  CONNECTION  BETWEEN  A 
MAJOR  AIR  FORCE  INSTALLATION,  HILL  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  AND  THE  REST  OF 
THE  COUNTRY. 

CONGESTION  OF  THE  FARMINGTON  TO  OGDEN  SEGMENT,  WITH  ITS  HIGH 
VOLUME  OF  COMMERCIAL  TRUCK  TRAFFIC  TRANSITING  BETWEEN  INTERSTATES, 
MINGLING  WITH  LOCAL  AND  TOURIST  TRAFFIC,  IN  AN  AREA  WITH  ONE  OF 
UTAH'S  FASTEST  GROWING  RESIDENTIAL  AREAS  IS  WELL  KNOWN, 
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PARTICULARLY  WHEN  SUPERIMPOSED  ON  RUSH-HOUR  TRAFFIC  TO  AND  FROM 
HILL  AFB.   ADDING  TO  THIS  ALREADY  CONGESTED  SITUATION  IS  THE  FACT 
THAT  A  PROPER  LINK  BETWEEN  INTERSTATE  15  AND  INTERSTATE  84  WAS 
NEVER  CONSTRUCTED,  THEREFORE,  HIGHWAY  89  SERVES  AS  A  PRINCIPAL  TIE 
BETWEEN  THE  TWO  INTERSTATES. 

I  AM  ASKING  FOR  AN  APPROPRIATION  OF  $20  MILLION  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995. 

CONCERNS  WITH  THE  PROBLEMS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THIS  HIGHWAY  LED  TO 
CONGRESS  APPROPRIATING  $2,400,000  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1993,  $4,050,000 
IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992,  AND  $4,250,000  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1991. 

U.S.  HIGHWAY  89  WAS  AUTHORIZED  THROUGH  ISTEA,  AND  AT  THIS  TIME  I 
AM  WORKING  WITH  THE  AUTHORIZING  COMMITTEE  TO  INCREASE  THE  LEVEL  OF 
AUTHORIZATION.   THE  ORIGINAL  AUTHORIZATION  FIGURE  IS 
SUBSTANTIALLY  LESS  THAN  IS  REQUIRED  TO  PROPERLY  COMPLETE  THE 
NECESSARY  UPGRADE  TO  HIGHWAY  89. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IN  CONCLUSION  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  REITERATE  MY  SUPPORT 
FOR  FUNDING  TO  CONTINUE  TO  UPGRADE  U.S.  89  IN  UTAH.   THE  SAFETY 
AND  CONGESTION  PROBLEMS  ARE  ENORMOUS  AND  WITH  A  GROWING  POPULATION 
THE  SITUATION  WILL  ONLY  GET  WORSE. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  PERMITTING  THIS  TESTIMONY. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  are  just 
grappling  with  our  charts  here  to  try  to  figure  out  the  geography 
here.  I  have  89,  fi*om  15  to  84;  is  that  what  you  are  talking  about? 

Mr.  Hansen.  As  you  see  1-15  going  north,  it  splits  at  Farmington 
and  goes  off  in  kind  of  a  northwest  direction;  then  89  goes  into  a 
northeast  direction.  So  instead  of  going  up  1-15,  where  we  would 
expect  people  to  go,  everyone  goes  up  89  because  that  is  the  fastest 
way  to  get  up  the  canyon  going  toward  Evanston,  Wyoming.  And 
1-15  does  not  touch  1-84.  It  goes  on  the  west  side  of  Hill  Field  and 
there  is  no  interchange  to  pick  those  up. 

Besides  that,  it  is  probably  a  7  or  8  mile  longer  trip,  so  the  peo- 
ple who  are  using  that  go  straight  up  89. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  were  to  go  up  1-15  to  84,  is  there  an  inter- 
change? Is  that  a  one-way  interchange? 

Mr.  Hansen.  What  they  do  is  get  off  on  what  is  called  Riverdale 
Road  and  go  a  couple  miles  and  then  onto  1-84.  So  it  is  one  of  those 
strange  things  that  has  occurred  on  the  interstate  system.  We  do 
not  have  a  way  to  get  from  one  interstate  to  the  other  without 
going  on  to  State  roads. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  in  other  words,  it  is  just  a  merge  lane;  there  is  no 
interchange  there? 

Mr.  Hansen.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  the  northbound  can  go  eastbound? 

Mr.  Hansen.  You  go  1-15  and  get  off  and  merge  at  Riverdale 
Road  then  merge  back  to  1-84. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  a  couple  in  my  district,  too.  I  think  I  know 
what  you  mean. 

Mr.  Hansen.  It  is  a  unique  problem.  The  biggest  problem  we  face 
is  it  just  tears  your  hearts  out  when  you  have  these  parents  call 
up  and  these  little  kids  are  trying  to  cross  one  of  the  busiest  streets 
we  have.  I  have  never  had  insurance  companies  and  claims  men 
call  me  up  before  on  a  case  and  say  we  handle  our  most  severe  ac- 
cidents— State  Farm,  which  is  the  biggest  casualty  writer  In  Amer- 
ica, said  we  have  more  fatalities  on  that  stretch  of  road  than  any 
other  place  in  America. 

So  it  has  turned  just  a  little  farming  community  that  has  18- 
wheelers  running  up  and  down  the  road  and  22,000  people  going 
up  it  to  go  to  Hill  Field,  12,000  going  to  this  defense  depot,  Ogden, 
plus  Weber  College  is  on  one  end,  where  most  people  live  is  on  the 
other  end. 

It  is  a  horrible  road  and  here  we  have  a  bad  road  and  a  situation 
where  if  we  have  ever  needed  a  fix,  we  really  need  it  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  looking  at  an  NHS-type  schematic,  so  we  do 
not  see  local  roads  here.  Is  there  another  route  other  than  89  that 
would  solve  the  problem? 

Mr.  Hansen.  The  only  other  one  would  be  1-15.  It  is  a  narrow 
area  because  you  have  the  mountains  on  the  east  and  the  great 
Salt  Lake  on  the  west  and  you  get  caught  in  that  little  skinny  area, 
and  they  are  the  only  two  roads  we  basically  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  whether  ycu  can  see  this  from  here,  but 
is  it  not  possible  to  work  a  solution  in  this  area  as  opposed  to  re- 
constructing this  whole  area? 

Mr.  Hansen.  We  had  UDOT  look  at  the  idea  of  putting  an  inter- 
change on  the  first  place  you  pointed  to,  Mr.  Chairman,  right  there, 
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and  it  all  belongs  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base.  We  have  talked  to  those 
people  and  the  cost  of  doing  that,  to  pick  it  up  from  1-15  to  1-84, 
is  one  of  the  considerations  they  looked  at. 

But  the  cost  of  property,  getting  through  there  and  the  cost  of 
doing  it,  they  felt,  both  the  Federal  government  and  the  State  felt, 
it  would  be  cheaper  to  improve  89. 

You  see,  we  have  been  into  89  now  for  about  five  or  six  years 
working  on  it.  The  first  thing 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  89  might  well  need  upgrading  in  and  of  itself, 
but  my  thought  is  that,  and  I  don't  know  how  many  people  live  in 
this  area  here. 

Mr.  Hansen.  That  is  called  Lajrton,  Utah,  and  it  is  the  third  big- 
gest city  in  Utah  now.  Salt  Lake,  Provo  and  Layton. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  these  folks,  what,  do  they  get  over 
here  through  local  roads?  How  do  they  get  to 

Mr.  Hansen.  They  follow  1-15.  They  are  caught  between  the  two 
metropolitan  areas  so  they  go  down  1-15.  Where  you  are  pointing 
is  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  and  that  is  one  of  the  big  problems  because 
it  creates  such  a  huge — it  is  like  Washington,  D.C.  in  the  morning. 
It  is  a  moving  parking  locality. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  Appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Thank  you.  Appreciate  it. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

INTERSTATE  5,  WESTSIDE  LIGHT  RAIL,  PACIFIC  NORTH- 
WEST  HIGH-SPEED  RAIL,  BOATING  SAFETY  ACCOUNT, 
SALEM  TRANSIT  STATION,  LIGHT  RAIL  FREIGHT  AS- 
SISTANCE, SEISMIC  RETROFIT  PROGRAM,  INTEL- 
LIGENT VEHICLE  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM,  AND  LIVABLE 
COMMUNITIES  PROGRAM 

WITNESS 

HON.  MICHAEL  J.  KOPETSKI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Kopetski  from  Or- 
egon. Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and 
we  would  ask  you  to  summarize  your  request. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  Yes,  my  complete  statement  talks  about  nine 
projects,  my  summary  testimony  discusses  five.  The  first  being  a 
problem  with  Interstate  5  that  we  have. 

This  is  the  major  infrastructure  deficiency  in  the  State  of  Or- 
egon. This  major  infrastructure  deficiency  goes  through  Salem,  Or- 
egon's capital  city,  and  in  my  district. 

Each  year  over  $30  billion  in  economic  activity  is  slowed  down 
considerably  on  1-5  through  Salem.  Salem  is  our  third  largest  city 
and  the  only  major  city  in  Oregon  along  the  entire  Interstate  5  sys- 
tem still  served  by  a  four-lane  freeway. 
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This  stretch  of  1-5,  constructed  in  the  1950s,  is  unable  to  handle 
current  traffic  and  the  traffic  flow  through  Salem  is  expected  to 
double  in  the  next  25  years. 

The  1-5  corridor  is  the  economic  thoroughfare  between  San  Fran- 
cisco and  Seattle,  Washington.  Additionally,  1-5  links  up  with 
Interstate  84,  the  major  east-west  connection  to  the  Pacific  North- 
west. 1-5  at  Salem  also  serves  as  the  gateway  to  Oregon's  coast 
and  the  growing  tourism  trade  there  as  well. 

Oregon  does  have  an  intersection  of  two  major  interstates  by  the 
way,  both  1-5  and  1-84,  which  integrate  at  Portland. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  respectfully,  and  with  some  urgency,  request 
the  subcommittee  to  appropriate  $29  million  of  the  $140  million 
needed  to  eliminate  this  frustrating  bottleneck  through  Salem.  We 
are  asking  that  this  money  be  General  Fund  dollars. 

The  1-5  project  has  the  complete  support  of  the  Grovemor  and 
our  entire  Oregon  delegation  as  well  as  the  Oregon  Department  of 
Transportation.  We  are  talking  about  widening  nine  miles  of  inter- 
state and  making  the  necessary  improvements  to  three  inter- 
changes. This  is  the  number  one  priority  project  in  the  Oregon  De- 
partment of  Transportation. 

Second  issue  is  the  Westside  Light  Rail,  which  this  subcommittee 
has  been  very  generous,  and  with  much  foresight  has  helped  move 
Oregon  into  the  21st  Century.  And  I  again  reiterate  my  strong  sup- 
port and  join  my  colleagues  from  Oregon  in  asking  for  an  appro- 
priation of  $111.7  million  that  is  called  for  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request. 

Third  issue  is  the  Pacific  Northwest  High-speed  Rail  Corridor.  As 
you  know,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  designated  five  cor- 
ridors for  development  of  high-speed  rail,  one  of  those  corridors  is 
from  Eugene,  Oregon,  to  Vancouver,  BC.  Our  Governor  and  our 
State  legislature  provided  $10  million  in  State  funds  for  the  High- 
speed Rail  Plan.  I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  appropriate  funds  in 
excess  of  the  President's  $27.5  million  request  to  match  Oregon's 
commitment  to  high-speed  rail. 

Our  State  legislature  has  moved  forward  and  is  hoping  to  see  ac- 
tion from  the  Federal  Grovemment  as  well  in  this  area. 

Next  issue  is  small  in  the  big  scheme  but  very  important,  and 
this  has  to  do  with  the  Boating  Safety  Account.  I  add  my  strong 
support  for  restoration  of  the  $35  million,  it  is  $35  million,  not  bil- 
lion, for  the  State  Boating  Safety  Account  in  the  Coast  Guard's  fis- 
cal year  1995  Appropriation.  The  administration  has  zeroed  out  the 
State  side  of  this  safety  account. 

The  impact  of  this  reduction  on  State  boating  safety  programs  in 
my  State,  and  any  State  with  any  kind  of  significant  boating  pro- 
grams, would  be  dramatic.  In  the  State  of  Oregon  the  loss  will  be 
one-third  of  the  annual  cost  of  boating  safety,  education  and  water 
safety  patrol  programs.  This  will  have  a  very  negative  impact  on 
waterway  safety  and  result  in  more  boating  accidents  and  fatalities 
and  a  greater  burden  on  the  Coast  Guard  for  search  and  rescue. 

All  of  the  funding  for  the  Boating  Safety  Account  is  direct-user 
fees  that  comes  from  the  Federal  motorboat  gas  tax  that  boaters 
pay.  No  general  funds  are  involved  here.  The  program  is  part  of  the 
Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund  and  is  a  model  of  "user  pays,  user 
benefits." 
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Finally,  is  another  small  project,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  is  the 
Salem  Transit  District  is  seeking  to  complete  the  relocation  of  its 
Transit  Transfer  Station  from  a  congested  community  street  to  a 
one-half  block  ground-level  Transit  Transfer  Station  to  accommo- 
date buses  and  passenger  facilities. 

The  project  was  partially  funded  at  a  million  dollars  in  fiscal 
year  1994  and  includes  a  match  from  the  transit  district  to  com- 
plete the  Transit  Transfer  Station.  I  request  an  appropriation  of 
$1.8  million  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  bill. 

That  is  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Kopetski  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  MIKE  KOPETSKJ 

STATEMENT  BEFORE  THE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  appear  here  today.   I  recognize  fully  the  sheer  volume  of  requests  and  the  many 
difficult  decisions  this  subcommittee  must  make  and,  accordingly,  I  will  be  brief. 

INTERSTATE  5 

For  almost  a  decade,  I  have  worked  in  the  Oregon  State  Legislature  and  now  in 
the  Congress  to  correct  the  major  infrastructure  deficiency  in  the  State  of  Oregon.  TTiis 
major  infrastructure  deficiency  is  Interstate  5  through  Salem.  Oregon's  Capitol  City. 
Interstate  5  is  the  major  thoroughfare  through  Oregon  and  my  Congressional  District. 
Each  year  over  $30  billion  in  economic  activity  is  slowed  considerably  on  Interstate  5 
through  Salem.   Salem,  Oregon's  third  largest  city,  is  the  only  major  city  in  Oregon  and 
along  the  1-5  system  still  served  by  a  four  lane  freeway.  This  stretch  of  Interstate  5 
constructed  in  the  1950's  is  unable  to  handle  current  traffic.   And  the  traffic  flow  through 
Salem  is  expected  to  double  in  the  next  25  years. 

I  want  to  stress  the  economic  importance  of  this  section  of  Interstate  5  through 
Salem.   1-5  is  not  only  the  major  economic  thoroughfare  through  Oregon  but  also  the 
major  roadway  between  San  Francisco  (and  California)  and  Seattle  (and  Washington 
state).   Additionally,  1-5  links  up  with  Interstate  84,  the  major  EastAVest  connection  to 
the  Pacific  Northwest.   1-5  at  Salem  also  serves  as  a  gateway  to  Oregon's  coast  and  the 
growing  tourism  trade. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  respectfully  and  with  some  urgency,  request  this  subcommittee 
appropriate  $29  million  in  general  funds  to  Oregon  to  eliminate  this  frustrating 
bottleneck.   The  1-5  project,  with  the  complete  support  of  Governor  Barbara  Roberts, 
the  Oregon  Congressional  Delegation  and  the  Oregon  Department  of  Transportation, 
will  widen  nine  miles  of  interstate  and  make  necessary  improvements  to  three 
interchanges. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  overstate  Oregon's  need  to  rectify  this  deficiency  or  my 
adamant  support  for  this  project. 

WESTSIDE  LIGHT  RAIL 

The  second  item  I  wish  to  share  with  the  subcommittee  is  the  Westside  Light  Rail 
project.   This  Subcommittee,  on  numerous  occasions  and  in  great  detail,  has  received 
testimony  regarding  this  important  project  from  Representative  Elizabeth  Furse, 
Representative  Ron  Wyden,  the  State  of  Oregon  and  Tri-Met.    I  want  to  associate  myself 
with  their  remarks  on  Westside  Light  Rail  and  add  my  continued  complete  support.  This 
project,  though  outside  my  Congressional  District,  is  of  statewide  importance.   I  join  my 
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colleagues  in  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $111.7  million  as  called  for  in  President 
Clinton's  FY  1995  budget  request.   These  funds  will  be  used  for  construction  of  the 
Westside  Light  Rail  Project. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  HIGH-SPEED  RAIL  CORRIDOR 

As  you  know,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  designated  five  corridors  for 
development  of  high-speed  rail.   One  of  the  corridors  is  from  Eugene,  Oregon  to 
Vancouver,  B.C..   Governor  Barbara  Roberts  and  the  Oregon  State  Legislature  provided 
$10  million  in  state  funds  for  the  high-speed  rail  plan.   I  urge  this  Subcommittee  to 
appropriate  funds  in  excess  of  President  Clinton's  $27.5  million  request  to  match 
Oregon's  commitment  to  high-speed  rail.   Mr.  Chairman,  communities,  counties  and 
transportation  districts  all  across  my  District  have  contacted  me  in  strong  support  of  high 
speed  rail  development. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  continues  to  experience  rapid  population  growth  which  is 
straining  current  transportation  facilities.   High-speed  rail,  in  Oregon  and  throughout  the 
country,  will  reduce  congestion  in  an  energy  efficient  manner,  improve  air  quality, 
decrease  travel  time,  and  enhance  business,  industry  and  trade  opportunities.  The 
estimated  cost  of  implementing  high-speed  rail  service  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  High- 
Speed  Rail  Corridor  is  $1.2  billion  -  $1.3  billion.    It  is  estimated  the  project  will  take 
between  six  and  10  years  to  complete.   The  region's  goal  for  fully  operational  high-speed 
rail  service  is  the  year  2000.   I  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  work  with  the  region  to 
make  the  Pacific  Northwest  High-Speed  Rail  Corridor  a  reality  at  the  earliest  possible 
date. 

BOATING  SAFETY  ACCOUNT 

I  also  want  to  add  my  strong  support  for  restoration  of  the  $35  million  for  the 
state  Boating  Safety  Account  in  the  Coast  Guard's  FY  1995  appropriation.  The 
Administration  has  requested  that  the  state  side  of  the  Boating  Safety  Account  be 
"zeroed  out"  for  1995.   The  impact  of  this  reduction  on  state  boating  safety  programs  will 
be  dramatic.   In  the  State  of  Oregon,  the  loss  will  be  one-third  of  the  annual  cost  of 
boating  safety  education  and  water  patrol.   This  will  have  a  very  negative  impact  on 
waterway  safety,  and  result  in  more  boating  accidents  and  fatalities,  and  a  greater  burden 
on  the  Coast  Guard  for  search  and  rescue. 

The  problem  is  not  limited  to  our  State  of  Oregon.   There  will  be  adverse  impacts 
in  all  states,  including  your  own  state  of  Michigan,  which  leads  the  country  in  boat 
registration  and  use.   All  of  the  funding  for  the  Boat  Safety  Account  is  direct  user  fees 
that  come  from  the  federal  motorboat  gas  tax  that  boaters  pay.   No  general  funds  are 
involved.  The  program,  as  part  of  the  Aquatic  Resources  Trust  Fund,  is  a  model  of  "user 
pays  "  user  benefits." 

I  understand  the  real  problem  facing  the  Boating  Safety  Program  is  the  fact  that 
these  funds  are  "scored  "  against  the  Coast  Guard's  operating  budget.   Resolving  this 
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problem  is  the  long  term  solution  to  the  state  program.  However,  in  the  short  term,  the 
states  need  to  have  their  $35  million  appropriation  for  the  Boat  Safety  Account  included 
in  the  Coast  Guard  budget  for  FY  1995. 

SALEM  TRANSIT  STATION 

The  Salem  Transit  District  is  seeking  to  complete  the  relocation  of  its  transit 
transfer  station  from  a  congested  community  street  to  a  one-half  block,  ground  level 
transit  transfer  station  to  accommodate  buses  and  passenger  facilities.   The  current 
facility  is  totally  inadequate  for  the  volume  of  ridership  the  Salem  Area  Mass  Transit 
District  serves. 

This  facility  will  centralize  all  transit  operations  in  the  downtown  area.   Road 
supervisors,  public  information  services,  transit  operators,  and  telephone  information 
facilities  will  all  be  housed  in  the  new  transit  transfer  station.   The  project  was  partially 
funded  at  $1  million  in  the  FY  1994  Transportation  Appropriations  legislation  and 
includes  a  match  from  the  transit  district.  To  complete  the  transit  transfer  station,  I 
request  an  appropriation  of  $1.8  million  the  FY  1995  bill. 

LIGHT  RAIL  FREIGHT  ASSISTANCE 

I  also  seek  subcommittee  support  for  the  Local  Rail  Freight  Assistance  program 
and  specifically  the  Port  of  Tillamook  Bay  Railroad  project.  This  project  involves 
repairing  and  painting  a  steel  bridge  over  the  Salmonberry  River  which  displays  currently 
complete  deterioration  of  the  coating  system  and  corrosion  of  some  individual  structural 
members.   In  addition  to  the  local  match,  the  Port  of  Tillamook  Bay  Railroad  project 
seeks  $730,000  in  federal  funds  through  the  Light  Rail  Freight  Assistance  program. 

SEISMIC  RETROFIT  PROGRAM 

Like  our  neighbors  to  the  South,  Oregon  faces  a  high  seismic  risk  to  our 
transportation  infrastructure.   Recent  studies  show  nearly  2,000  bridges  in  Oregon  need 
to  be  retrofitted.   Oregon  is  currently  spending  $1  million  per  year  on  seismic  retrofits. 
Unfortunately  at  this  rate,  Oregon  will  never  rectify  this  problem.   In  the  Fifth  District, 
several  important  bridges  including  the  Wilsonville  1-5  bridge,  several  bridges  on  1-205, 
and  the  Oregon  City  Willamette  River  bridge  all  require  retrofitting.   I  recognize  the 
Subcommittee  will  have  difficult  time  funding  Oregon's  request  of  $25  million.   However, 
we  have  all  seen  the  economic  and  personal  chaos  that  earthquakes  have  brought  to  the 
West  Coast.   With  this  in  mind,  I  strongly  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  work  with 
Oregon  to  the  degree  possible. 

INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

In  the  area  of  IVHS,  my  State  has  developed  a  strategic  plan  for  integrating  IVHS 
into  Oregon's  transportation  system.  The  first  phase  envisions  a  six-year,  $23  million 
program.   In  FY  1995,  I  would  like  to  request  $8  million  from  this  subcommittee  to 
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implement  an  IVHS  for  Commercial  Vehicle  Operations.   These  funds  would  allow 
Oregon  to  build  14  mainline  pre-clearance  facilities  and  provide  supporting  information 
systems,  instrument  calibration  and  operations  testing  resources.   Construction  sites  have 
been  identified  at  ports  of  entry,  weigh  stations  and  other  locations. 

LTVEABLE  COMMTJNITIES  PROGRAM 

I  also  want  to  express  my  support  for  the  Administration's  new  initiative  in  the 
transit  area,  the  Liveable  Communities  program.   As  you  know,  the  Administration  has 
requested  $30  million  for  this  innovative  program  and  I  would  appreciate  anything  this 
subcommittee  can  do  to  provide  the  funds  to  get  this  program  off  the  ground. 
Clackamas  County,  in  my  District,  has  embarked  upon  a  neotraditional  transit-oriented 
development  called  Sunnyside  Village.    It  will  concentrate  development  in  an  urban  area, 
preserve  open  space,  and  integrate  land  use  with  the  full  range  of  transportation 
networks  including  transit,  bicycles  and  pedestrians.   The  County  is  ready  to  move 
forward  almost  immediately  on  site  acquisition  and  preparation  for  the  public  transit  part 
of  this  project  and  we  will  be  working  with  the  Administration  to  determine  if  we  can 
take  advantage  of  any  Liveable  Communities  funds  that  are  approved  by  the  Congress. 

Chairman  Carr,  this  concludes  my  testimony.   I  want  to  again  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  today.   Like  most  Congressional  Districts,  the  transportation  needs 
of  Oregon's  5th  Congressional  District  are  significant  and  important.    I  welcome  the 
opportunity  to  work  with  you  and  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  as  you  fashion 
legislation  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.   Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  if  I  can  provide  any 
assistance. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mike. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions. 

Thank  you  for  coming. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right.  Thanks. 

Mr.  KOPETSKI.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

INSTRUMENT  LANDING  SYSTEM  FOR  LEE  GILMER 
MEMORIAL  AIRPORT,  GAINSVILLE,  GEORGIA 

WITNESS 

HON.  NATHAN  DEAL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  GEORGIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend,  Congressman  Na- 
than Deal  from  the  State  of  Georgia. 

Welcome  to  the  Committee  and  we  will  put  your  entire  statement 
into  the  record  and  ask  that  you  summarize  your  statement. 

Mr.  Deal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  hearing 
from  me  today. 

Mine  is,  by  Federal  standards,  a  relatively  small  request.  It  is  a 
$2  million  request  for  designation  in  the  FAA  Facilities  and  Equip- 
ment Appropriations  for  the  purpose  of  installing  an  Instrument 
Landing  System  at  the  Gainesville  Municipal  Airport  in  Gaines- 
ville, Georgia. 

This  is  a  facility  where  in  1991  the  municipal  authorities  in- 
stalled a  localizer  for  nonprecision  instrument  landing  at  their  own 
personal  expense,  and  since  December  of  1991,  there  has  been  only 
a  five-month  period  during  which  time  the  FAA  has  authorized  us 
to  use  that  landing  facility. 

The  reason  being,  there  is  undue  radio  interference  and  an  up- 
graded precision  instrument  landing  system  is  the  only  way  to  rem- 
edy that  situation. 

The  study  would  indicate  that  when  you  do  a  cost-to-benefit  ratio 
analysis,  that  it  is  almost  1.8  on  that  ratio  scale,  which  is,  in  my 
understanding,  a  very  high  ratio  study.  We  .believe  that  it  is  the 
only  feasible  solution  to  this.  f 

Gainesville  is  the  largest  community  in  my  congressional  district. 
It  has  many  Fortune  500  companies  that  have  located  there,  and 
a  tremendous  amount  of  air  traffic  on  this  airport;  some  73,000 
landings  and  takeofTs  during  a  12-month  period. 

I  would  certainly  appreciate  your  favorable  consideration  of  this 
and  be  glad  to  try  to  respond  to  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Deal  follows:] 
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HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 


TESTIMONY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE 

NATHAN  DEAL  (GA  9) 

APRIL  21,  1994 


Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  on  behalf  of  my  request  for  funding  to  install  a 
precision  histrument  Landing  System  for  the  Lee  Gihner  Memorial  Airport  located 
in  Gainesville,  Georgia.  I  have  requested  a  total  of  $2  million  in  the  FAA  Facilities 
and  Equipment  appropnation  to  install  a  complete  ELS  which  would  include  a  new 
localizer,  a  medmm  intensity  approach  lightmg  system  with  runway  aligrmient 
indicator  lights  and  an  electromc  glide  path  system. 

The  City  of  Gainesville  is  situated  approximately  50  miles  northeast  of 
Atlanta,  home  of  one  of  the  worlds  busiest  airports,  Hartsfield  International  Airport. 
The  Lee  Gilmer  Airport  provides  24  hour  per  day  general  aviation  service  to  an 
eight  county  area  north  of  Atlanta  and  serves  as  a  designated  reliever  airport  for 
Hartsfield. 

This  airport  is  critical  to  the  economic  stability  of  the  North  Georgia  region. 
The  airport  is  heavily  utilized  by  private  industry  and,  as  a  resuh  of  the  tremendous 
growth  in  the  Atlanta  area,  is  under  tremendous  pressure  to  provide  increased  air 
transport  services  to  north  Georgia.  In  1993,  the  airport  averaged  more  than  73,000 
operations  (takeoffs  and  landings).  That's  more  than  200  per  day.    By  the  year 
2002,  the  Lee  Gilmer  Airport  will  average  more  than  1 03  thousand  operations  and 
by  the  year  2012,  will  average  more  than  121  thousand  operations. 

A  benefit-cost  analysis  perfonned  pursuant  to  FAA  rules  on  the 
Establishment  Criteria  for  Precision  Landing  Systems  reveal  a  benefit  -cost  ratio  of 
1.781   highlighting  the  need  for  the  system. 

Moreover,  the  demands  on  this  airport  will  grow  exponentially  in  connection 
with  the  1996  Olympic  Games  as  the  Rowing  venue  for  the  Games  will  be  held  on 
Lake  Lanier  in  Gainesville,  Georgia. 
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An  ILS  is  needed  for  the  safe  operation  of  this  airport    The  City  of 
Gainesville  funded  the  initial  localizer  for  non-precision  instrument  landing  during 
bad  weather.  In  December  of  1 99 1 ,  the  FAA,  dunng  an  annual  flight  check, 
determined  that  localizer  did  not  meet  minimum  specifications  and  the  system  was 
ordered  shut  down. 

Immediately  thereafter,  the  City  made  numerous  attempts  to  correct  the 
problem  by  replacing  and  adjusting  the  existing  equipment.  Unfortiinately,  these 
attempts  have  failed  to  correct  deficiencies  in  the  system.  Except  for  some 
adjustments  in  October  of  1993,  which  permitted  borderline  operation  of  the 
system  for  some  five  months,  the  system  has  not  been  operational  since  1991. 

The  City  of  Gainesville,  Georgia  is  in  dire  need  of  a  precision  instrument 
landing  system  but  will  not  be  able  to  obtain  the  needed  system  without  federal  aid. 
Given  the  ever  increasing  demand  made  on  the  airport  and  its  importance  to  the 
growth  and  stability  of  the  local  economy,  I  believe  money  appropriated  for  this 
purpose  will  yield  great  dividends. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  and  for  your  consideration  of  this  request. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  We  are  going  to  be  looking 
at  a  whole  host  of  facilities  and  equipment  situations  and  we  ap- 
preciate your  advice  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much,  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Mr.  Deal.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  been  advised  that  the  next  witnesses  are  not 
likely  to  appear  before  1  o'clock  and  since  we  have  a  vote  right 
now,  we  will  take  this  opportunity  to  take  a  short  break. 

[Recess.] 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
COAST  GUARD  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

WITNESS 

HON.  GERRY  E.  STUDDS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS  AND  CHAIRMAN,  COMMITTEE  ON 
MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  going  to  have  a  vote  soon  so  we  will  get  under- 
way. 

I  would  invite  everyone  to  the  table  here,  Gerry,  Toby,  everybody. 

Next  we  will  hear  from  Chairman  Studds,  and  you  are  expecting 
to  be  with  Billy  Tauzin,  too. 

Should  we  wait? 

Mr.  Studds.  Well,  we  will  proceed  and  he  will  arrive,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right,  we  will  make  your  statement  part  of  the 
record  and  we  will  make  Mr.  Tauzin's  statement  part  of  the  record. 

And  Mr.  Roth,  are  you  testifying  with  Mr.  Studds  or  are  you  sep- 
arate? 

Mr.  Roth.  I  think  I  am  separate.  I  am  looking  for  more  money 
for  the  Coast  Guard  for  a  very  important  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right. 

Well,  okay.  Chairman  Studds. 

Mr.  Studds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  an  honor  to  be  part 
of  your  record  and  I  will  be  breathtakingly  brief. 

Officially,  the  Merchant  Marine  testimony  on  our  fiscal  year  1995 
Coast  Guard  request  is  in  the  recotd  by  Mr.  Tauzin,  subcommittee 
chair,  and  myself.  I  want  to  publicly  thank  Admiral  Kime  for  his 
service  as  Commandant.  He  has  done  an  exemplary  job  and  we  will 
miss  him. 

In  general,  we  support  the  President's  request  of  $3.8  billion, 
which  we  think  is  responsible  and  we  support  it  fully  with  some 
modest  suggested  increases. 

The  OE  budget  request  is  $2.6  billion,  and  the  Coast  Guard, 
frankly,  has  not  yet  provided  all  the  information  needed  to  evaluate 
that  request.  Until  we  have  seen  such  a  detailed  proposal,  we  rec- 
ommend sufficient  funds  be  appropriated  to  keep  the  existing  num- 
ber of  small  boat  stations  open. 

We  are  pleased  with  their  recognition  for  the  need  of  increased 
fisheries  law  enforcement.  The  Regional  Fisheries  Training  Center 
at  Cape  Cod  Air  Station  has  been  a  successful  model  for  future  re- 


154 

gional  centers  elsewhere  and  its  planned  expansion  is  very  much 
merited. 

We  support  their  AC&I  request  and  think  their  budget  is  a  rea- 
sonable one  that  will  help  replace  and  repair  an  aging  fleet. 

Funding  for  capital  equipment  has  declined  and  further  cuts 
could  cause  the  Coast  Guard  to  operate,  not  for  the  first  time,  obso- 
lete and  unsafe  equipment,  and  we  urge  you  to  fully  fund  that  re- 
quest. 

I  will  spare  you  the  parochial  idea  or  two  that  is  in  here.  That 
is  very,  very  important. 

Finally,  with  regard  to  the  Boat  Safety  Account,  the  Coast 
Guard,  as  you  know,  has  requested  no  appropriation  for  the  State 
Boating  Safety  Grant  Program,  which  constitutes  a  reduction  of 
$32.5  million  from  the  amount  appropriated  last  year.  That  cut 
would  cripple  State  boating  safety  programs.  They  are  amongst  the 
few  things  that  have,  for  very  little  amount  of  money,  been  success- 
ful and  saved  lives. 

Since  that  program  began  in  the  1970s,  we  have  had  boating  fa- 
talities drop  fivefold.  That  is  an  extraordinary  return  on  a  modest 
investment.  It  is  funded,  as  you  know,  entirely  by  the  Federal  gas 
tax  paid  by  recreational  boaters,  and  the  amounts  that  are  not  ap- 
propriated for  boating  safety  are  ultimately  going  to  be  spent  any- 
way on  sport  fish  restoration.  So  we  are  not  talking  ultimately 
about  saving  money,  and  we  recommend  strongly  that  the  Boating 
Safety  Grant  Program  be  funded  at  its  authorized  level  of  $35  mil- 
lion. 

Finally,  we  do  strongly  support  the  Coast  Guard's  request  of  $25 
million  for  Environmental  Compliance  and  Restoration.  This  is  im- 
portant not  only  nationally  but  we  have  a  major  problem  on  Cape 
Cod  with  the  air  station  there,  which  is  contributing  to  pollution 
in  plumes  of  water  at  a  sole-source  aquifer  on  all  of  Cape  Cod. 

Five  of  the  52  contaminated  sites  have  been  identified  as  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Coast  Guard  and  funding  at  the  requested  level 
will  enable  the  Coast  Guard  to  do  its  share  in  the  cleanup. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  skipped  a  lot  of  things,  but  I  know  you  un- 
derstand, based  on  your  experience  and  your  record  here,  how  im- 
portant this  is.  If  there  is  a  bargain  anjrwhere  in  the  budget  for  the 
taxpayers,  it  is  clearly  the  United  States  Coast  Guard,  and  we 
thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Studds  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the  Honorable  Gerry  E.  Studds,  Chairman 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

Before  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

On  the  Coast  Guard  Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget  Jiequest 

April  21, 1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  my  recommendations  on  the  Coast  Guard's 
budget  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.   I  eun  pleased  to  be 
accompanied  by  my  colleague,  Billy  Tauzin,  our  Coast  Guard  and 
Navigation  Subcommittee  Chairman.   This  is  a  difficult  budget 
year  for  all  agencies,  including  the  Coast  Guard,  and  I  will 
certainly  appreciate  your  help  in  maintaining  the  President's 
request . 

At  the  outset,  I  would  like  to  publicly  thank  Admiral  Kime  for 
his  distinguished  service  as  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard. 
Admiral  Kime  has  skillfully  navigated  the  Coast  Guard  through 
difficult  times  and  has  done  the  job  exceedingly  well.   Under 
Admiral  Rime's  leadership,  the  Coast  Guard  has  continued  to 
deliver  the  highest  service  to  the  public  and,  at  the  same  time, 
improved  the  quality  of  life  of  its  dedicated  personnel.   His 
successor.  Admiral  Kramek,  will  have  big  shoes  to  fill. 
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In  general,  I  support  the  President's  request  of  $3.8  billion 
which  I  believe  embodies  responsible  fiscal  planning.   This 
budget  represents  the  first  year  of  a  nnilti-year  plan  to 
strecimline  the  Coast  Guard  while  at  the  same  time  maintaining  the 
funding  necessary  to  provide  critical  services  to  the  public.   I 
urge  the  President's  request  be  fully  funded;  and,  in  certain 
areas,  recommend  modest  increases. 

OPERATING  EXPENSE  REQUEST 

The  request  for  Operating  Expenses  is  $2.6  billion.   This 
reflects  a  slight  increase  over  the  1994  appropriation;  however, 
the  Coast  Guard  has  not  yet  provided  all  of  the  information  we 
need  to  evaluate  this  request. 

For  example,  the  Coast  Guard  has  proposed  to  close  a  number  of 
small  search  emd  rescue  stations,  but,  so  far,  has  not  shared  the 
list  of  stations  with  us.   Until  we  have  had  an   opportunity  to 
review  a  detailed  proposal,  I  recommend  that  sufficient  funds  be 
appropriated  to  keep  the  existing  number  of  small  boat  stations 
open. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  also  proposed  to  close  its  remaining  14 
vessel  documentation  offices  for  am  estimated  annual  savings  of 
$1  million.   I  am  concerned  that  these  closures  would  reduce 
services  now  provided  fishermen  and  other  users  who  may  need 
personal  assistance.  These  folks  would  have  to  call  or  visit  the 
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new  facility  planned,  as  I  understand  it,  to  be  located  in  West 
Virginia. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  with  the  Coast  Guard's  recognition  of 
the  need  for  increased  fisheries  law  enforcement.   The  Regional 
Fisheries  Training  Center  at  Cape  Cod  Air  Station  has  been  a 
successful  model  for  future  regional  centers;  the  planned 
expansion  of  this  program  is  certainly  merited.   These  enhanced 
enforcement  measures,  in  concert  with  other  recent  federal 
financial  aid  programs  to  fishermen,  will  strengthen  our 
fisheries  conservation  efforts  and  help  preserve  the  livelihoods 
of  our  fishermen. 

Finally,  I  believe  President  Clinton's  refocusing  of  our  drug 
program,  to  better  coordinate  the  activities  of  federal  agencies, 
will  help  the  Coast  Guard  direct  its  limited  resources  to  the 
interdiction  of  known  drug  shipments.   Only  by  reducing  the 
production  of  drugs  at  the  source  and  helping  to  prevent  drug 
addiction  can   we  ever  hope  to  stop  the  scourge  of  drugs  in  the 
United  States. 

ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND  IMPROVEMENTS  REQUEST 

I  Strongly  support  the  Coast  Guard's  request  for  acquisition, 
construction  and  improvements  (AC&I) .   Part  of  the 
Administration's  infrastructure  investment  initiative, 
modernization  of  the  Coast  Guard's  capital  assets  are  critical  if 
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we  are  to  ensure  the  delivery  of  essential  services  to  the  public 
in  the  areas  of  maritime  safety,  marine  environmental  protection, 
and  law  enforcement.   The  fleet  is  aging  and  badly  in  need  of 
replacement.   The  Coast  Guard  is  well  underway  with  final  testing 
of  a  47- foot  motor  life  boat  to  replace  its  32  year  old  rescue 
boat.   The  budget  request  contains  $31  million  to  begin 
purchasing  these  vessels.        i 

The  fleet  of  seagoing  and  coastal  buoy  tenders  is  also  between  30 
and  50  years  old,  well  in  excess  of  its  designed  service  life. 
The  budget  contains  $90.5  million  to  continue  building 
replacement  buoy  tenders. 

Twenty  percent  of  the  82 -foot  patrol  boats,  now  in  their  fourth 
decade  of  service,  were  decommissioned  in  the  1980s  because  of 
structural  and  mechanical  failures  that  resulted  in  excessive 
maintenance  costs.   The  budget  contains  $10  million  to  fund 
construction  of  the  first  new  patrol  boat. 

In  addition,  $25  million  is  requested  for  a  major  maintenance 
program  to  extend  the  service  life  of  the  210 -foot  medium 
endurance  cutters,  the  vessels  largely  responsible  for  offshore 
drug  interdiction  and  fisheries  law  enforcement. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  submitted  a  reasonable  AC&I  budget,  one  that 
will  help  replace  and  repair  its  aging  fleet  of  ships  for  service 
well  into  the  next  century.   Funding  for  capital  equipment  has 
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already  declined;  further  cuts  could  cause  the  Coast  Guard  to 
operate  obsolete  and  unsafe  equipment.   I  urge  the  Subcommittee 
to  fully  fund  this  request.       ' 

I  would  also  like  to  add  a  note  of  support  for  the  "VTS  2000" 
system.   The  Ports  of  Los  Angeles/Long  Beach  and  New  Orleans  will 
receive  the  first  two  systems.   With  the  full  deployment  of  VTS 
2000,  we  should  reduce  the  opportunity  for  accidents  and  oil 
spills  to  occur. 

The  Coast  Guard  initially  requested  $32  million  to  continue  the 
acquisition  of  this  important  safety  system.   I  recently  learned 
that  the  Coast  Guard  will  not  be  able  to  obligate  its  initial 
AC&I  request  of  $32  million  for  its  VTS  2000  project  in  FY1995. 
My  understanding  is  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  revising  its  funding 
request  to  $5  million  for  this  program.   Notwithstanding  the 
complexities  in  transferring  funding  from  AC&I  to  OE,  I  recommend 
that  the  unused  balance  of  this  request  be  considered  for  funding 
the  continued  operations  of  the  small  boat  stations  which  are 
proposed  to  be  closed. 

Finally,  I  ask  that  the  Committee  include  in  its  recommendations 
$1.3  million  the  Coast  Guard  has  requested  for  a  project  in  my 
Congressional  District,  a  new  wave  barrier  for  the  Coast  Guard 
station  in  Provincetown,  Massachusetts. 

RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT,  TESTING  &  EVALUATION 
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The  Coast  Guard's  request  for  research,  development,  testing  and 
evaluation  reflects  a  27  percent  reduction  in  funding.   Because 
of  your  efforts,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Coast  Guard  has  tightened  up 
the  requirements  for  funding  projects  to  ensure  that  only 
well- justified  research  and  development  is  supported.   The  Coast 
Guard's  research  and  development  has  been  responsible  for  the 
application  of  cutting  edge  technology  to  search  and  rescue,  aids 
to  navigation,  and  marine  environmental  protection.   The  budget 
is  at  a  reasonaJsle  level  now  --  arid  should  not  be  cut  further. 

ALTERATION  OF  BRIDGES 

This  budget  proposes  to  fund  the  repair  of  highway  bridges, 
deemed  hazards  to  navigation  through  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration's  (FHA)  Discretionary  Bridge  Program  rather  than 
the  Coast  Guard's  Alteration  of  Bridges  Program.   The  Coast  Guard 
has  not  yet  submitted,  and  we  have  not  yet  reviewed,  much  less 
approved,  the  legislative  authority  for  this  transfer  of  funds. 
I  eun  concerned  that  this  proposal  may  adversely  iitpact  the  safety 
of  navigation  because  the  FHA  is  charged  with  maintaining  bridge 
surfaces,  not  navigational  chamnels. 

Funding  the  Trumam-Hobbs  progreun  from  the  FHA  Discretionary 
Bridge  Account  --  without  Increasing  funding  for  the 
Discretionary  Bridge  Program  -  -  will  invarisibly  lead  to  less 
funds  for  both  progrsuns.   I  ask  that  you  carefully  consider  the 
in^acts  of  this  proposal  and  allow  the  authorizing  committees  to 
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thoroughly  review  the  Administration's  proposal  before  acting  on 
this  transfer. 

BOAT  SAFETY  ACCOUNT 

The  Coast  Guard  has  requested  no  appropriation  for  the  State 
Boating  Safety  Grant  Program,  a  reduction  of  $32.5  million  from 
the  amount  appropriated  last  year.   Simply  put,  such  a  cut  would 
cripple  state  boating  safety  programs.   Since  the  federal  grant 
program  began  in  the  1970s,  boating  fatalities  have  dropped 
five-fold,  from  20  per  100,000  boats  in  1971  to  4  per  100,000 
boats  by  1992.  Accident  prevention  is  assuredly  more 
cost-effective  than  search  and  rescue.   This  program  is  funded 
entirely  by  the  federal  gas  tax  pa:ad  by  recreational  boaters  and 
the  amounts  that  are  not  appropriated  for  boating  safety  are 
ultimately  spent  on  sport  fish  restoration.  As  a  result,  this 
proposed  cut  will  not  result  in  any  real  savings  to  the  federal 
government.   For  these  reasons,  I  recommend  that  the  state 
boating  safety  grant  program  be  funded  at  its  authorized  level  of 
$35  million. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  COMPLIANCE  AND  RESTORATION 

I  Strongly  support  the  Coast  Guard's  request  of  $25  million  for 
enviroiunental  compliance  and  restoration.  This  is  an  important 
progreun  with  not  only  beneficial  impacts  nationwide  but  also  in 
my  District.   Air  Station  Cape  Cod  is  a  co-tenant  with  Otis  Air 
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National  Guard  and  Camp   Bdvrards  at  the  Massachusetts  Military 
Reservation  which  is  located  on  a  federally  designated  "Sole 
Source  Aquifer"  for  drinking  water.   Five  of  the  52  contcuninated 
sites  at  the  base  have  been  identified  as  the  responsibility  of 
the  Coast  Guard.   Funding  this  activity  at  the  requested  level 
will  encQ^le  the  Coast  Guard  to  carry  out  badly  needed  remediation 
at  these  sites  and  prevent  any  further  contamination  of  ground 
water  supplies. 

THE  COAST  GUARD  RESERVE 

Last  year,  I  expressed  my  concern  aOsout  reducing  Coast  Guard 
reserves  from  a  strength  of  10,000  members.   A  recent  Coast  Guard 
report  recommended  a  level  of  8,000  reserves,  its  current 
operating  level.   Now,  because  of  budget  constraints,  the  Coast 
Guard  is  proposing  to  further  reduce  its  reserve  strength  to 
7,000  members.   Based  on  the  Coast  Guard's  own  report,  I  am  very 
concerned  that  this  further  reduction  will  impair  the  Coast 
Guard's  cUDility  to  carry  out  its  readiness,  port  security,  and 
other  importamt  missions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.   I  would  be 
pleased  to  answer  cuiy  questions  you  and  other  Members  of  the 
Siabcommittee  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  your  leadership  and  I  want  to  also 
publicly  thank  you,  and  Mr.  Tauzin  in  particular,  for  the  spirit  of 
cooperation  in  which  we  have  been  able  to  work  and  in  your  under- 
standing of  our  budget  dilemmas  and  the  way  that  we  will  be 
working,  but  throughout  the  process  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  Studds.  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  Michigan  we  have  more  registered  boats  than  any 
other  State  in  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Studds.  You  have  told  me  that  every  year  we  have  been 
here  together.  I  still  find  it  stunning. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Boat  Safety  Account,  I  assure  you,  will  be  secure 
and  safe. 

Mr.  Studds.  We  wish  you  particularly  happy  sailing  in  your  cur- 
rent quest,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  quite  sure  what  you  are  going 
to  do  if  you  win,  but  good  luck. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Studds.  However  you  interpret  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

U.S.  COAST  GUARD  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUEST  FOR 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

WITNESS 

HON.    TOBY   ROTH,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  you  have  a  Coast  Guard  issue,  Mr.  Roth,  why 
don't  you  give  us  a  couple  brief  minutes. 

Mr.  Roth.  I  will  be  brief  and,  basically,  I  am  appearing  here 
more  for  yourself  than  for  myself,  because  what  I  am  here  for  is 
for  the  Coast  Guard  budget  request  dealing  with  acquisition  and 
construction  of  the  buoy  tenders. 

As  you  know,  they  are  being  constructed  in  Marionette,  Wiscon- 
sin, but  this  is  right  across  the  river  from  Menominee.  All  the 
workers  seem  to  be  living  over  in  your  State,  but  it  happens  that 
the  facilities  are  over  in  the  particular  Eighth  Congressional  Dis- 
trict I  represent. 

I  know  you  are  conversant  with  this  issue,  as  the  other  Members 
of  this  Committee  are,  because  I  have  spoken  to  them.  And  what 
I  will  do,  for  the  sake  of  time,  is  to  introduce  my  testimony  into 
the  record  and  ask  you  that  you  give  a  good  deal  of  consideration, 
if  you  would,  to  this  request. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Roth  follows:] 
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Statement  of  Congressman  Toby  Roth 
US  Coast  Guard  Appropriations  Request  -  FY  1995 

April  21,  1994 


iVIR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  STRONGLY  SUPPORT  THE  US 
COAST  GUARD'S  BUDGET  REQUEST    FOR  $437 
iVIILLION  FOR  ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION,  AND 
IIVIPROVEIVIENTS.    THESE  FUNDS  ARE  VITAL  TO  THE 
ACQUISITION  OF  NEW  COASTAL  AND  OCEAN- 
GOING BUOY  TENDERS. 

THIS  PROGRAM  IS  OF  THE  UTMOST 
IMPORTANCE.    THESE  BUOYS  ENSURE  THAT  OUR 
WATERWAYS  ARE  SAFE  FOR  NAVIGATION  AND 
INTERNATIONAL  TRADE. 

CURRENTLY,  THE  SEA-GOING  BUOY  TENDER 
FLEET  IS  OVER  50  YEARS  OLD -TWICE  THE  NORMAL 
LIFE  FOR  THESE  VESSELS.    THE  COAST  GUARD  HAS 
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REQUESTED  $34,500,000  FOR  FY  1995  TO 
CONTINUE  REPLACEMENT  OF  THIS  ANCIENT  FLEET. 

THE  COASTAL  BUOY  TENDERS  ARE  ALSO 
BADLY  IN  NEED  OF  REPLACEMENT.    THIS  FLEET 
POSITIONS,  MAINTAINS,  AND  REPAIRS  OVER 
50,000  BUOYS,  MARKERS,  AND  LIGHTS.    IT  IS 
ESSENTIAL  TO  OUR  NATIONAL  MARITIME  AIDS  TO 
NAVIGATION  SYSTEM. 

THE  COAST  GUARD  HAS  REQUESTED  $56 
MILLION  FOR  FY  1995  FOR  THIS  PROJECT. 

THE  COAST  GUARD  NEEDS  THESE  SHIPS  AS 
SOON  AS  POSSIBLE.    NOT  ONLY  ARE  THE  CURRENT 
FLEETS  ANCIENT,  BUT  THEY  DO  NOT  HAVE  THE 
CAPABILITY  TO  DEAL  WITH  OIL  SPILLS.    BOTH 
CLASSES  OF  THE  NEW  TENDERS  WILL  HAVE  OIL 
SPILL  SKIMMER  CAPABILITY,  IN  ADDITION  TO  BEING 
MORE  COST  EFFECTIVE  AND  EFFICIENT  OVERALL. 
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FULL  REPLACEMENT  OF  THE  CURRENT  BUOY 
TENDERS  WILL  RESULT  IN  AN  ANNUAL  SAVINGS  OF 
ABOUT  $50  MILLION  PER  YEAR. 

AFTER  A  STIFF  DESIGN  COMPETITION, 
MARINETTE  MARINE  OF  MARINETTE,  WISCONSIN 
WAS  SELECTED  TO  BUILD  THE  NEW  JUNIPER  CLASS 
OF  SEA-GOING  BUOY  TENDERS,  AS  WELL  AS  THE 
NEW  KEEPER  CLASS  OF  COASTAL  BUOY  TENDERS. 

MARINETTE  MARINE  HAS  AN  EXCELLENT 
RECORD.    THEY  HAVE  BEEN  IN  BUSINESS  FOR  OVER 
50  YEARS.    THEY  HAVE  DELIVERED  OVER  1,500 
VESSELS  TO  THE  US  GOVERNMENT  IN  THAT  TIME. 
THEY  HAVE  A  COMMENDABLE  HISTORY  OF  ON- 
TIME,  WITHIN  BUDGET  DELIVERY. 

THE  JUNIPER  CLASS  PROGRAM,  ALREADY 
UNDERWAY,  IS  GOING  EXTREMELY  WELL  AT 
MARINETTE  MARINE.    IT  IS  ON  SCHEDULE,  MEETING 
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THE  COST  TARGETS,  AND  THERE  ARE  NO 
TECHNICAL  PROBLEMS. 

IF  WE  DELAY  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
REPLACEMENT  SHIPS,  THE  GOVERNMENT'S  COSTS 
ARE  GOING  TO  BE  SUBSTANTIALLY  HIGHER. 
MAINTENANCE  AND  REPAIR  COSTS  FOR  THE 
CURRENT  FLEETS  CONTINUE  TO  RISE. 

PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT  AND  PROCUREMENT 
COSTS  WILL  GO  UP.    FURTHERMORE,  HIGHER 
CAPITAL  EXPENDITURES  WILL  HAVE  TO  BE 
COMPRESSED  INTO  A  SMALLER  PERIOD  OF  TIME--A 
BUDGETARY  NIGHTMARE. 

FINALLY,  A  BREAK  IN  THE  PRODUCTION  LINE 
WILL  PUT  HUNDREDS  OF  PEOPLE  OUT  OF  WORK, 
NOT  ONLY  IN  MY  DISTRICT,  BUT  ALSO  AROUND 
THE  COUNTRY  AS  THE  COMPANIES  WHO  SUPPLY 
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TECHNICAL  EQUIPMENT  FOR  THIS  CONTRACT  ARE 
FORCED  TO  LAY  OFF  WORKERS. 

PUT  SIMPLY,  IT  WOULD  BE  A  WASTE  OF 
TAXPAYER  DOLLARS  TO  DELAY.    I  URGE  YOU  TO 
SAVE  JOBS,  SAVE  MONEY,  AND  FULLY  FUND  THE 
COAST  GUARD  REQUEST. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  will  and  we  thank  you  for  your  advice.  Your  col- 
league from  across  the  border,  Congressman  Stupak  from  Michi- 
gan, was  here,  and  in  response  to  his  testimony,  I  indicated  my 
support  for  the  buoy  tenders. 

We  do  not  know  how  we  will  fit  this  big  square  peg  in  the  little 
round  hole  of  financing,  but  we  will  try  to  do  the  best  we  can  by 
them. 

Mr.  Roth.  As  I  understand  it,  this  project  is  well  on  its  way  now 
and  so  I  think  to  interrupt  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  actually  cost 
the  taxpayers  more  money  than  if  we  went  back  to  it  again. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  only  a  question  at  what  rate  we  procure. 

Mr.  Roth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 

MONTACHUSETT  REGIONAL  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
INTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  CENTER,  FRANKLIN 
COUNTY  BIKEWAY,  AND  SECTION  3  BUS  PURCHASES 

WITNESS 

HON.  JOHN  W.  OLVER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  our  colleague  from  Massa- 
chusetts, and  a  Member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  Con- 
gressman Giver. 

Mr.  Olver.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
your  allowing  me  time  here  to  testify  regarding  some  very  impor- 
tant transportation  issues  in  the  area  I  represent  in  Massachu- 
setts. 

I  have  submitted  written  testimony,  so  I  will  try  not  to  take  too 
much  of  the  committee's  time. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Olver.  But  I  would  like  to  express  appreciation  to  the  com- 
mittee for  providing  a  million  dollars  for  the  Pioneer  Valley  Trans- 
portation Authority  last  year  as  the  budget  process  unfolded. 

I  would  like  just  to  request  the  committee's  consideration  of  sev- 
eral items  in  central  and  western  Massachusetts.  I  believe  the  pro- 
posed Intermodal  Transport  Center  in  Fitchburg  represents  an  op- 
portunity to  promote  the  use  of  different  modes  of  transportation, 
particularly  transit  as  well  has  some  beneficial  economic  impact. 

This  is  a  project  that,  in  its  totality,  would  be  $3  million,  75  per- 
cent Federal  monies,  that  would  bring  together  the  regional  bus 
and  the  intrastate  bus  programs  at  one  site,  providing  a  passenger 
waiting  area  and  lockers  and  the  opportunity  for  a  heliport  and 
taxi  service  that  would  connect  very  closely  with  commuter  rail 
service  from  the  City  of  Fitchburg  toward  the  Boston  Metropolitan 
Area;  going  along  with  it,  of  course,  the  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act  and  Access  Availability.  So  I  think  it  is  a  most  beneficial  pro- 
gram for  the  area. 

Secondly,  the  proposed  Bikeway  in  Franklin  County,  which  rep- 
resents an  opportunity  to  promote  alternative  transportation  in  a 
very  cost  effective  way. 
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Lastly,  I  have  requested  consideration  under  Section  3  for  the 
bus  replacement  needs  of  several  of  the  regional  transit  agencies  in 
my  district,  including  the  oldest  regional  transit  agency  outside  the 
Boston  area,  the  Greenfield-Montague  Transportation  Area,  which 
is  hoping  to  replace  its  three — they  have  only  three  large  buses. 

Those  three  buses  are  all  17  years  old.  They  are  asking  to  be  able 
to  replace  those  three  old  buses. 

And,  secondly,  the  Pioneer  Valley  Transportation  Authority  last 
year,  you  may  remember,  this  committee  was  kind  enough  to  pro- 
pose a  $4  million  amount,  which  by  the  time  the  conference  com- 
mittee was  finished,  it  was  $1  million  that  was  agreed  to.  And  it 
would  be  great  if  it  were  possible  to  get  the  other  $3  million  back. 

They  have  a  fleet,  which,  in  its  totality  of  180  buses,  has  an  age 
slightly  greater  than  11  years,  but  75  of  those,  40  percent  of  the 
whole  fleet,  is  16  years  or  older,  and  $3  million  would  allow  us,  on 
a  phased  basis,  to  begin  to  replace  that  very  old,  very  old  group  of 
buses. 

And  then  finally,  the  Montachusett  Regional  Transportation  Au- 
thority would  like  to  replace  five  13-year-old  buses,  to  have  the 
buses  which  meet  ADA  requirements. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  support  for  the  funding  for  the 
Transit  Operating  Assistance  Program,  which  means  a  great  deal 
to  smaller  transit  agencies  like  mine,  and  my  support  for  the  Am- 
trak  Northeast  Corridor  Project,  which  is  a  major  contributor  to 
our  regional  transportation  system  and  the  regional  economy. 

And  then,  please  allow  me  to  thank  you  for  the  past  support  of 
the  committee  and  respectfully  for  your  continued  support. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Olver  follows:] 
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Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today  regarding  some 
important  transportation  issues  for  the  area  I  represent  in 
Massachusetts . 

I  have  several  projects  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
the  committee. 

Montachusett  Regional  Transit  Authority 
Intermodal  Transportation  Center. 

The  first  project  involves  funding  for  a  vital  intermodal  link 
within  one  of  the  largest  population  centers  in  my  district  in 
Massachusetts,  the  North  Worcester  County  area  that  includes  the 
Cities  of  Gardner,  Fitchburg  and  Leominster.   The  intermodal 
facility,  located  in  Fitchburg,  is  at  a  central  point  for  the 
three  cities.   The  center  would  bring  together  the  Massachusetts 
Bay  Transportation  Authority's  (MBTA)  commuter  line  station, 
which  serves  as  a  direct  link  to  Boston  and  the  surrounding 
metropolitan  area,  with  both  local  and  inter- city  bus  service,  as 
well  as  a  taxi  stand.   The  MBTA  is  spending  $5.63  million  on  a 
new  commuter  rail  platform,  and  related  track  and  signal  work. 

The  project  consists  of  rehabilitating  and  improving  the 
Fitchburg  Intermodal  Facility,  and  the  parking  area  for  commuter 
rail  and  transit  patrons.   The  project  includes  construction  of 
bus  berths,  a  locker  room  and  passenger  waiting  area,  ticket 
area,  operation  space  for  a  taxi  service,  and  ADA  access  via 
elevators  to  the  new  commuter  rail  platform.   There  are  also 
negotiations  to  build  a  self  -  financing  heliport  to  provide 
service  to  Boston. 

This  new  intermodal  facility  would  benefit  the  individual  user  by 
bringing  together  different  modes  of  travel  in  a  functional  and 
modern  facility,  and  would  also  attract  more  patrons  to  mass 
transit.   In  turn,  these  patrons  would  help  revitalize  a  downtown 
area  which  is  in  need  of  a  significant  economic  boost. 

The  projected  total  cost  is  $2,999,500,  with  a  requested  federal 
contribution  of  $2,249,625  with  the  remaining  made  up  by  a  state 
and  local  match. 
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Franklin  County  Bikeway 

A  second  project  is  the  Franklin  County  Bikeway.   This  proposed 
bikeway  travels  through  six  Franklin  County  communities.   It's 
22.7  mile  length  primarily  consists  of  a  loop  through  the  towns 
of  Greenfield,  Deerfield,  Montague  and  Gill,  with  a  spur  south  to 
Historic  Deerfield,  and  a  spur  north  through  the  town  of  Erving 
to  the  Northfield  Mountain  Recreation  and  Environmental  Center. 
The  bikeway  has  been  designed  at  the  least  possible  cost,  and 
therefore  consists  of  a  combination  of  bike  paths,  bike  lanes, 
and  shared  roadways . 

This  bikeway  has  strong  community  support  and  would  improve  air 
quality  and  enhance  circulation  by  providing  a  means  of 
alternative  transportation  to  the  many  employment,  recreational, 
historic,  and  educational  facilities  that  it  connects. 

The  bikeway  is  proposed  to  be  constructed  in  one  phase  with  a 
federal  recpaest  of  $2  million. 

Section  3  Bus  purchases 

Lastly,  I  would  like  to  request  the  committee's  consideration  of 
support  for  bus  replacement  costs  for  three  of  the  regional 
transit  agencies  within  my  district. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  the  committee  for 
providing  $1  million  last  year  for  the  Pioneer  Valley  Transit 
Authority  in  recognition  of  their  significant  need  for  fleet 
improvement . 

Unfortunately,  the  authority  still  will  have  an  average  age  for 
their  bus  fleet  of  eleven  years,  and  they  have  seventy- eight 
sixteen  year  old  buses.   Therefore,  I  would  respectfully  suggest 
that  the  $3  million  which  this  committee  originally  proposed  last 
year,  but  which  did  not  survive  conference,  could  still  be  put  to 
very  good  use. 

The  Greenfield-Montague  Transportation  Area  needs  to  replace  an 
even  older  fleet  --  three  seventeen  year  old  buses.   GMTA  is  the 
oldest  transportation  company  in  New  England,  and  one  of  the 
smaller  ones,  with  450,000  passenger  miles  a  year.   Therefore 
these  three  buses,  which  each  have  been  on  the  road  for  over 
300,000  miles,  represent  their  entire  fixed  route  fleet. 
However,  I  can  assure  you  that  in  rural  areas  public 
transportation  is  if  anything  more  critical  to  enabling  people  to 
get  to  work,  to  shopping,  to  healthcare,  and  other  services. 
GMTA  currently  has  no  ADA  accessible  buses  running  on  their  fixed 
routes,  and  these  new  buses  are  badly  needed  to  continue  serving 
this  area.   Therefore,  I  would  request  the  committee's  support 
for  $540,000  for  GMTA  to  replace  these  quite  old  buses. 

And  finally,  the  Montachusett  Regional  Transportation  Authority 
is  also  seeking  funds  to  replace  five  thirteen  year  old  buses. 
As  I  have  mentioned  in  discussing  the  Intermodal  Center,  MART 
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serves  one  of  the  most  populous  areas  of  my  district,  and  they 
are  seeking  $760,000  to  purchase  new  buses  which  would  meet  ADA 
requirements . 

I  certainly  recognize  that  this  will  be  a  very  tight  budgetary 
year.   However,  I  think  these  proposals  have  a  great  deal  of 
merit,  and  they  certainly  mean  a  great,  deal  to  the  people  of 
western  Massachusetts.   I  respectfully  request  your  support,  and 
I  would  be  pleased  to  provide  any  additional  information  which 
would  be  helpful . 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  it  is  nice  to  have  you  here  and  we  will 
take  all  of  those  suggestions  that  you  have  made  to  us  with  great 
weight. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
CAPITAL  METRO  PROPOSED  LIGHT  RAIL 

WITNESS 

HON.   J.J.    PICKLE,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS   FROM    THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  quickly,  if  we  could,  recognize  Mr.  Pick- 
le. Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Since  we  have  a  vote  coming  up,  we  would  like  to  ask  you  to 
summarize. 

Mr.  Pickle.  I  noticed  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Well  thank  you  for  giving  me  a  chance  to  testify. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  to  request  funds  for  the  start  of  the 
Austin,  Texas,  Light  Rail  System.  We  made  this  request  last  year 
and  we  were  not  successful.  We  hope  we  can  be  successful  this 
year. 

The  other  point  I  will  recommend  is  for  the  establishment  of  a 
National  Laboratory  for  the  Advanced  Research  Mobility  Center. 

First,  with  respect  to  the  Light  Rail  System,  we  are  in  a  unique 
position  to  plan  magnificently  for  the  transportation  problems  fac- 
ing Austin,  Texas,  in  this  way.  Today  we  are  the  only  major  city 
in  the  United  States  who  has  already  voted  to  build  a  new  airport. 
We  will  probably  let  contracts  within  the  next  30  to  60  days  on 
parts  of  that  construction. 

Secondly,  we  are  going  to  build  a  new  alternate  highway  route 
from  above  Austin,  bypassing  Austin,  that  goes  down  to  San  Anto- 
nio. That  is  necessary  because  the  traffic  between  the  border  and 
San  Antonio  and  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  is  so  heavy  we  have  to 
build  a  new  route. 

We  have  already  got  the  plans  drawn  and  ready  for  submission 
of  bonds  for  the  Light  Rail  System. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Light  Rail  System  is  supported  by  the 
Texas  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Metropolitan  Planning 
Area,  the  local  groups,  and  it  is  supported  by  my  Mayor  and  my 
State  Senator.  I  don't  know  of  any  opposition.  And  there  will  be  a 
bond  issue  submitted  to  Austin  voters  early  next  year  in  support 
of  this  project. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Light  Rail  System  is  planned  for  an 
area  northwest  of  Austin  where  all  the  high-tech  areas  of  the  city. 
Every  major  high-tech  company  in  the  United  States  will  go  down 
from  the  University  of  Texas  area  into  the  business  area  and  on 
into  the  convention  center  with  a  connecting  route  to  the  light  rail 
that  would  take  the  light  rail  to  the  airport. 

This  program  is  requested  because  it  is  needed.  It  is  time  for  it. 
We  are  requesting  $6.6  million  this  year,  down  a  little  bit  from  last 
time,  but  we  do  it  because  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  dual  tracks 
in  some  areas. 
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Now,  the  last  thing  I  want  to  mention  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
I  am  advocating  a  new  concept  of  an  Advanced  Transportation  Mo- 
bility Center.  This  is  not  just  a  center  for  the  "smart  highway"  by 
itself  There  is  no  other  project  like  it  in  the  United  States,  and  it 
is  not  in  competition,  but,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  have  to  find  ways  to  move  people  fast.  We  can  concentrate 
on  intermodalism,  and  that  is  what  my  Austin  system  is  trying  to 
do,  but  we  need  a  laboratory  to  move  people.  Not  just  people  but 
cargo.  The  intermodal  system  has  to  have  a  way  to  move  cargo. 

We  have  these  new  airports  and  an  airport  that  has  been  aban- 
doned and  now  we  want  to  establish  a  national  system,  but  not  just 
say  the  Federal  Government  establish  it,  we  want  to  join  hands 
with  the  high-tech  areas  and  see  if  perhaps  we  can  pattern  it  like 
on  the  SEMATECH  and  build  a  sma^rt  highway  that  can  accommo- 
date moving  people. 

You  and  I  cannot  imagine  how  we  are  going  to  move  people  and 
goods  out  to  our  airport,  but  no  airport  in  the  future  is  going  to 
be  built  by  itself.  We  need  these  National  Transportation  Centers, 
and  I  hope  you  can  start  thinking  about  it  now,  and  I  strongly  urge 
funding  for  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Pickle,  we  are  grateful  for  your  testi- 
mony. How  much  is  requested  for  the  advanced  transportation  mo- 
bility center?  How  much  money? 

Mr.  Pickle.  I  don't  know  that  I  have  the  funds  in  that  because 
it  has  to  be  funded  federally.  I  think  what  I  am  doing  more  is 
planting  a  seed.  I  think  we  had  talked  in  terms  originally  of  about 
$3  million,  as  I  recall  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right.  Thsmk  you  so  much. 

We  are  on  second  notice  here  for  a  vote. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Pickle  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Congressman  Jake  Pickle  on 

Capital  Metro  Proposed  Light  Rail 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on 

Transportation  Appropriations 

April  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and 
my  other  distinguished  colleagues  today  to  support  Capital  Metro's  proposed 
light  rail  system.    I  also  want  to  bring  to  your  attention  a  new  concept:  a 
national  demonstration  laboratory,  the  Advanced  Transportation  Mobility 
Center.    As  you  know,  this  is  my  last  time  appearing  before  this  Committee, 
consequently  the  items  that  I  am  here  to  discuss  are  perhaps  some  of  the 
most  important  that  I  have  proposed  throughout  my  31 -years  in  Congress. 

The  Austin  conununity  possesses  unique  qualifications  for  the  future  of 
transportation  that  can  serve  as  a  model  for  our  nation  as  a  whole.    At  this 
very  moment,  Austin  and  Central  Texas  have  a  golden  opportunity  in 
transportation  planning.    We  are  building  a  major  new  international  airport, 
planning  for  a  light  rail  transit  system,  a  new  alternate  interstate  highway, 
and  an  intermodal  transportation  research  and  testing  center.    We  are  seizing 
this  opportunity  to  coordinate  these  major  transportation  projects  around  the 
intermodalism  focus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  and  perhaps  most  essential  element  in 
achieving  Austin's  intermodal  plan  is  the  Capital  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority's  proposed  light  rail  system.    Capital  Metro's  light  rail  project  is 
supported  by  the  Texas  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization,  and  many  state  and  local  officials.    It  is  programmed 
for  inclusion  in  the  1995  -  1997  local  Transportation  Improvement  Plan 
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(TIP).    A  recent  Austin  Trends  Survey  released  by  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  in  January  1994,  confirms  that  64.2  %  of  those  surveyed  favor  a 
light  rail  system  for  their  city. 

Austin  is  an  extremely  environmentally  sensitive  community,  and  the 
light  rail  is  key  to  improving  the  air  quality  by  reducing  automobile 
congestion  and  exhaust  emissions.    Austin  is  in  attainment  of  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide.    It  will  not 
only  help  the  City  move  beyond  an  almost  total  reliance  on  automobile  travel 
and  reduce  traffic  congestion,  but  it  will  also  conserve  energy  and  improve 
safety. 

The  14-mile  Northwest  -  North  Central  light  rail  starter  line  connects  5 
major  activity  centers:  the  high  technology  companies  located  in  North 
Austin,  the  University  of  Texas  main  campus,  the  State  Office  Complex,  the 
State  Capitol,  and  Downtown.    The  starter  line  will  facilitate  concentrated 
development  along  the  route  and  enhance  the  local  economy  using  at-grade 
alignment  that  makes  use  of  both  street  and  railroad  right-of-way  already 
owned  by  the  City  and  Capital  Metro. 

Capital  Metro's  light  rail  plays  an  integral  part  of  the  mtermodal  access 
to  the  new  airport  being  plaimed  by  the  City  of  Austin.    Capital  Metro  is 
currently  developing  the  design  to  connect  the  starter  line  to  the  new  airport. 
The  airport  planners  have  already  agreed  to  include  designs  in  the  airport 
master  plan  for  the  future  light  rail  to  either  come  right  up  to  the  terminal  or 
to  stop  adjacent  to  the  terminal  and  connect  to  the  terminal  by  an  indoor 
corridor. 
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The  total  estimated  cost  for  design  and  construction  of  the  light  rail 
project  has  dropped  to  $290  million  in  escalated  dollars,  of  which  the  total 
federal  share  dropping  to  $145  million.    Capital  Metro  is  seeking  Federal 
Transit  Section  3  New  Start  funding  for  50  percent  of  the  14-mile  starter 
line.    Broken  down,  the  light  rail  project  seeks  appropriation  for  the  next 
three  fiscal  years  in  the  amounts  of: 

$6.56  million  FY  1995 
$13.14  million  FY  1996 
$35.8  million       FY  1997 

Although  the  total  cost  is  less,  as  reflected  in  these  figures,  the  initial  capital 
cost  has  increased  slightly  to  accommodate  full  double  tracking  of  the  starter 
line. 

The  remaining  50  percent  of  capital  costs  and  100%  of  the  operating 
and  maintenance  costs  will  be  covered  by  dedicated  local  sales  tax  revenue. 
When  Capital  Metro  was  formed  in  1985,  it  was  authorized  to  collect  up  to 
one  percent  in  sales  tax  to  support  operations  and  capital  programs. 
Presently  three  quarters  of  one  cent  is  being  collected,  and  early  projections 
indicate  that  the  50  percent  share  of  local  investment  can  be  generated 
without  increasing  the  3/4  percent  sales  tax.   The  City  of  Austin  is  scheduled 
to  hold  a  bond  election  early  next  year  required  to  approve  funding  for  the 
light  rail. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  fund  the  $6.56  million 
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requested  for  FY  95  for  Capital  Metro's  proposed  light  rail.   The  future  of 
Austin's  transportation  and  environmental  safety  depends  upon  it. 

Now  secondly  I  want  to  introduce  you  to  a  new  concept  that  I  believe 
is  worthy  of  Congressional  support.    I  want  to  briefly  discuss  the  concept  of 
the  Advanced  Transportation  Mobility  Center.    Dr.  C.  Michael  Walton,  head 
of  civil  engineering  at  the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin,  has  proposed  the 
idea  of  a  world-class  national  transportation  center,  and  I  support  the  idea. 
This  would  be  a  large  scale  facility  for  testing,  research  and  development, 
planning,  and  analysis.    This  center  would  not  only  study  the  intelligent 
vehicle  and  highway  system,  but  also  focus  on  intermodalism:  interfaces  and 
connections  between  all  modes  of  transportation,  building  and  testing  it  in  a 
large  scale  facility  for  all  to  see  and  visit.    This  center  would  go  farther  and 
be  more  comprehensive  than  current  transportation  "centers"  which  are 
single-mode  focused,  have  limited  testing  capability,  limited  involvement 
from  private  sector,  and  limited  capacity  for  expansion. 

I  have  suggested  that  this  center  be  established  as  a  consortium  of 
private  and  public  investment  modeled  after  our  hugely  successful 
SEMATECH  project.    I'm  sure  I  don't  have  to  remind  you  of  how  important 
that  consortium  has  been  to  our  national  semiconductor  manufacturing 
industry.    This  center  would  activate  a  partnership  and  build  on  the  valuable 
research  and  technologies  of  all  major  universities,  private  technology 
companies,  and  various  levels  of  government. 

This  Center  would  focus  not  solely  on  passenger  transportation  like 
some  of  the  smaller  existing  research  facilities  now  do,  but  on  freight 
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transportation  as  well.   This  is  vital  given  the  increase  of  goods  that  will 
flow  through  Texas  and  the  U.S.  to  Mexico  with  the  implementation  of 
NAFTA.    Moving  cargo  is  an  absolute  integral  part  of  any  intermodal 
consideration. 

There  is  no  national  focus  area  for  large  scale  development  and  testing 
of  advanced  mobility  systems.    This  center  is  neither  a  duplication  nor 
extension  of  any  existing  facilities,  nor  will  it  compete  with  any.    There  is 
no  laboratory  today  that  does  all  of  the  things  that  I  have  mentioned  here.    It 
is  a  new  approach  and  will  only  work  with  the  right  combination. 

I  realize  that  the  Conmiittee  has  many  more  developed  projects  than  it 
is  possible  to  fimd;  nevertheless,  I  strongly  support  this  concept  and  at  least 
wanted  to  "plant  the  seed"  for  its  creation.    I  reconmiend  that  the  Committee 
consider  a  feasibility  study  for  the  development  of  this  unique,  world-class 
testing  and  research  facility.    Once  a  feasibility  study  is  completed,  the 
center's  location  could  be  opened  up  to  competition.    However,  at  that  stage 
I  would  hasten  to  remind  you  that  Austin  already  uniquely  possesses  all 
required  ingredients. 

To  conclude,  I  respectfully  request  $6.56  million  for  FY  1995  for 
Capital  Metro's  light  rail  transit  system.    And  in  the  future,  I  encourage  this 
Committee  to  establish  a  national  transportation  testing  facility  like  the 
proposed  Advanced  Transportation  Mobility  Center.   I  thank  the  Chairman 
and  the  Members  for  their  valuable  time  here  today.   Rest  assured,  I  will  be 
contacting  you  personally  to  follow-up  on  these  items  that  I  have  discussed 
here  today. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
COAST  GUARD  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

WITNESS 

"SIL^;:'-  (BILLY)  TAUZIN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  LOUISIANA  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
RD^  AjS^^^^i^s'^^^^'^™^'  ^^^**^^°'I^E  ON  MERCHANT  MA- 

Mr.  Carr.  Chairman  Tauzin. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  I  can  do  it  in  a  minute,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  already  put  your  statement  in  the  record  and 
we  have  recognized  your  good  works  and  we  will  recognize  you  for 
a  tew  choice  comments. 

Mr.  Tauzin  I  will  also  ask  for  Mr.  Coble  and  Mr.  Fields'  state- 
ments to  be  placed  in  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  the  Hon.  Coble  and  the  Hon  Fields 
iollow:J 
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STATEMENT  BY  THE  HONORABLE  HOWARD  COBLE  (R.NC)  BEFORE  THE 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  —  COAST  GUARD 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  —  APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  on  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee  on  Coast  Guard  and  Navigation, 
I  want  to  thank  the  Members  of  your  Subcommittee  for  allowing  me 
to  testify  today  regarding  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  United  States 
Coast  Guard  appropriation. 

Since  my  Colleagues  on  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  have  already  discussed  this  issue  in  some  detail,  I 
will  limit  my  testimony  to  several  major  concerns  I  have  with  the 
President's  1995  budget  request  for  the  Coast  Guard. 

I  am  very  disturbed  about  the  Administration's  drug  control 
policy  which  greatly  reduces  the  Coast  Guard's  drug  interdiction 
efforts.   While  it  would  add  one  billion  dollars  for  drug 
treatment  and  education  programs,  the  President's  budget  would 
cut  our  Nation's  drug  interdiction  efforts  by  $95  million.   While 
I  am  certainly  not  against  efforts  to  help  individuals  who  seek 
treatment  for  drug  abuse,  I  think  we  ere   making  a  grave  mistake 
in  opening  up  our  coast  lines  to  drug  smugglers. 

The  1995  budget  calls  for  a  $3  million  cut  in  the  Coast 
Guard's  drug  interdiction  activities.   This  cut  falls  on  the 
heels  of  a  $9  million  cut  in  1994.   The  $9  million  dollar  cut  has 
already  forced  the  Coast  Guard  to  decommission  three  high-speed 
interdiction  ships  based  in  Key  West,  a  medium  sized  cutter,  and 
5  falcon  jets  used  to  intercept  planes  which  transport  this  rat 
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poison,  as  I  call  it,  into  our  country.   Furthermore,  the  Coast 
Guard's  role  in  several  joint  law  enforcement  efforts  with  other 
Federal  agencies  has  also  been  greatly  diminished.   I  have 
recently  received  notice  that,  as  of  July  1,  the  Coast  Guard  will 
disestablish  the  Coast  Guard  Caribbean  Squadron  as  a  result  of 
the  $9  million  cut.   The  members  of  this  scpiadron  are  deployed 
aboard  the  U.S.  Navy's  ships  which  are  involved  in  drug 
interdiction  operations. 

The  1995  cut  will  force  the  Coast  Guard  to  decommission  an 
additional  nine  aircraft  and  11  cutters  as  well  as  close  several 
multi-mission  boat  stations  while  reducing  the  Coast  Guard's  role 
in  Joint  Task  Force  4,  the  military  led  Caribbean  interdiction 
program. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  Coast  Guard's  drug  interdiction 
program  significantly  reduced  drugs  coming  into  this  country 
across  the  Caribbean.   I  am  furthermore  convinced  that  if  this 
additional  reduction  is  carried  out,  we  are  going  to  have  those 
drugs  flowing  again  across  the  Caribbean.   1  am  not  alone  in  this 
view.   Admiral  Paul  Yost,  the  former  Commandant  of  the  Coast 
Guard,  recently  was  quoted  as  saying  that  the  Coast  Guard's  drug 
interdiction  efforts  "were  instrumental  in  significantly  reducing 
drugs  from  coming  into  the  United  States  across  the  Caribbean  . . . 
Reductions  already  made  in  these  forces  and  any  future  reductions 
could  revitalize  this  illicit  Caribbean  trade  into  the  East  Coast 
and  Gulf  States."   I  am  afraid  that  all  the  treatment  programs  in 
the  world  will  not  save  us  if  our  streets  are  flooded  with  cheap 
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illegal  narcotics. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  like  to  stress  my  strong  objection 
to  the  Administration's  proposal  to  cut  another  1,000  members  of 
the  Coast  Guard  Reserve  from  its  already  greatly  reduced  level  of 
8,000  reservists.   If  this  reduction  occurs,  the  Coast  Guard 
Reserve  will  have  taken  a  sharp  45  percent  cut  since  1987. 
During  the  same  period,  the  much  larger  Army  and  Navy  Reserve 
forces  would  see  a  23  and  32  percent  cut  respectively. 

It  was  only  last  October  that  Admiral  Kime,  Commandant  of  the 
Coast  Guard,  sent  Congress  a  detailed  report  regarding  the  Coast 
Guard's  internal  assessment  of  reserve  strength  which  determined 
the  appropriate  size  of  the  Coast  Guard  Selected  Reserve  to  be 
8,000  members.   I  strongly  believe  the  Administration  is  cutting 
into  the  bone  of  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve. 

The  Coast  Guard  Reserve,  more  frequently  than  the  other 
military  reserve  forces,  is  extensively  used  during  peacetime 
emergencies.   Reserve  units  served  a  vital  role  in  the  cleanup 
the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  in  Alaska  as  well  as  the  emergency 
operations  after  hurricanes  Hugo  and  Andrew  and  the  more  recent 
devastating  Midwest  floods.   As  many  organizations  in  our  society 
are  learning  to  use  a  more  cost  efficient  part-time  work  force, 
the  Coast  Guard  seems  to  be  arbitrarily  abandoning  its  reserve 
forces  which  have  consistently  proven  to  be  an  integral  part  of 
the  Coast  Guard's  unique  peacetime  and  wartime  missions.   I  am 
beginning  to  believe  that  the  Coast  Guard  should  be  forced  to 
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study  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the  Reserve  as  compared  to  its 
active  duty  forces. 

While  I  have  been  a  tireless  supporter  of  reducing 
unnecessary  government  spending,  I  believe  that  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  the  Reserve  is  completely  unjustified.   I  urge  the 
Members  of  the  Subcommittee  to  consider  providing  funding  to  at 
least  maintain  a  8,000  Reserve  strength  and  stop  the  wholesale 
liquidation  of  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve.   I  understand,  to 
maintain  this  level,  the  Coast  Guard  will  need  an  additional  $4 
million  in  its  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  the  tight  House  budget  has  left 
the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  with  the  difficult  task  of 
having  to  choose  among  many  worthwhile  programs.   However,  I  do 
hope  that  the  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  will  consider  the 
importance  of  the  Coast  Guard's  drug  interdiction  efforts  as  well 
as  the  vitality  of  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve. 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

/// 


HC/el 
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STATEMENT  BY  THE  HONORABLE  JACK  FIELDS  (R.-TEXAS) 
BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS:   APRIL  21, 1994. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
deep  concern  over  the  President's  proposed  budget  request  for  the 
United  States  Coast  Guard  for  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

Budget  problems  are  not  new  to  those  of  us  who  are  strong 
and  consistent  supporters  of  the  Coast  Guard.  Since  coming  to 
Congress  in  1981,  I  have  fought  eachyear  to  assure  that  the  Coast 
Guard  has  adequate  funding  to  carry  out  its  vital  and  multiple 
responsibilities.   In  the  past,  we  have  worked  together  on  a 
bipartisan  basis  to  fund  the  Coast  Guard  at  the  levels  requested  by 
the  previous  Administrations. 

Unfortunately,  this  year  the  Coast  Guard  funding  request  is 
particularly  grim.  Because  of  the  policy  decisions  made  by  the 
Clinton  Administration,  Coast  Guard  operating  expenses  are 
dangerously  deficient. 
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Unless  their  operating  funds  are  restored,  the  Coast  Guard  will 
have  no  choice  but  to  slash  $100  million  worth  of  services  to  the 
public,  including  cuts  of  an  additional  1,100  military  personnel, 
elimination  of  regional  documentation  centers,  small  search  and 
rescue  units,  and  aircraft  and  vessels  performing  various  important 
life-saving  functions.   In  short,  there  is  simply  no  way  that  the 
Coast  Guard  can  adequately  perform  its  ever  growing  number  of 
"roles  and  missions"  under  the  budget  request  of  this 
Administration. 

In  my  judgement,  the  most  serious  deficiency  in  the 
President's  Coast  Guard  budget  request  is  the  significant  and 
unwarranted  reduction  in  drug  interdiction  funds.   The  President's 
National  Drug  Control  Strategy  emphasizes  drug  treatment 
programs  for  hard-core  drug  users  over  drug  interdiction  and 
other  law  enforcement  measures.  To  implement  this  strategy,  the 
President's  FY  '95  budget  contains  a  $1  billion  increase  for 
treatment,  prevention,  and  source-country  eradication  programs 
and  a  $95  million  cut  in  money  for  drug  interdiction. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  supfKDrt  the  President's  drug  control 
strategy  because  it  cripples  our  drug  interdiction  efforts.  To 
actually  decrease  drug  use,  a  national  drug  control  program  must 
emphasize  ways  to  control  the  supply  as  well  as  the  demand  for 
drugs.  By  neglecting  tough  drug  interdiction  activities  at  the 
border,  the  President's  drug  control  strategy  will  encourage  drug 
smuggling  and  make  drugs  cheaper  and  more  plentiful  on  the 
streets  of  our  Nation. 

A  majority  of  the  Members  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Committee  joined  me  in  submitting  views  to  the  House 
Budget  Committee  asking  them  to  restore  $14.6  million  in 
annualized  costs  to  the  Coast  Guard  in  FY  '95  to  maintain  a  strong 
drug  interdiction  program  at  our  borders.  We  emphasized  that 
this  restoration  should  come  from  other  accounts  in  the  President's 
drug  control  budget,  such  as  drug  treatment  or  other  prevention 
programs. 

I  also  oppose  the  Administration's  effort  to  eliminate  funding 
for  state  boating  safety  grants.  This  is  a  bad  policy  decision  for 
several  reasons.  First,  recreational  boating  safety  will  suffer  if  the 
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Federal  grants  are  eliminated  because  the  states  will  not  be  able  to 
maintain  their  boating  safety  programs  without  the  Federal  funds. 
Second,  this  program  is  fully  supported  by  the  Federal  gas  tax  paid 
by  recreational  boaters.  Third,  this  "cut"  is  phony  since  it  will 
result  in  no  savings  to  the  Government.    This  is  because  amounts 
not  appropriated  from  the  Boat  Safety  Account  are  spent  without 
appropriation  the  following  year  on  sport  fish  restoration  projects, 
and  funds  must  be  appropriated  from  the  General  Treasury  to 
make  up  the  difference  in  Coast  Guard  operating  funds. 

Another  proposal  in  the  President's  request  is  to  fund  the 
repair  of  highway  bridges  that  are  deemed  to  be  hazards  to 
navigation  through  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHA) 
Discretionary  Program,  rather  than  through  the  Coast  Guard's 
Alteration  of  Bridges  Program.   I  am  concerned  that  even  if  we 
change  the  law  to  allow  this  arrangement,  the  funds  may  not  be 
available  to  ensure  that  safe  bridges  continue  to  be  constructed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  concerned  that  the  President's  budget 
proposes  yet  another  deep  cut  in  the  number  of  Coast  Guard 
Reservists  from  8,000  to  7,000  individuals.  Last  year,  the  Coast 
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Guard  released  a  study  supporting  the  Administration's  decision  to 
cut  the  Coast  Guard  Reserve  to  8,000.  The  additional  cut  to  7,000 
is  completely  unjustified.  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve  plays  an 
important  role  in  augmenting  Coast  Guard  personnel  in  emergency 
activities,  such  as  oil  spills,  floods,  and  hurricane  relief.  Our 
country's  emergency  preparedness  is  severely  threatened  by  the 
proposal  to  cut  the  Reserves  to  this  dangerous  level. 

Finally,  on  a  local  basis,  I  can  tell  you  that  there  is  strong 
opposition  to  the  proposal  to  consolidate  the  Marine  Safety  Offices 
in  Galveston  and  Houston,  Texas.  This  consolidation  will 
compromise  the  safety  of  shipping  in  the  Houston  Ship  Channel, 
and  leave  the  Coast  Guard  without  a  presence  in  the  seventh 
busiest  port  in  the  world.   It  is  a  serious  mistake  to  allow 
budgetary  concerns  to  overwhelm  safety  considerations  and  I 
would  like  to  work  with  you  to  address  this  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  let  me  simply  suggest  that  if  funds 
are  not  restored  to  the  Coast  Guard,  there  will  be  fewer  individuals 
in  that  service  than  at  any  time  since  1982.  Since  that  time,  we 
have  added  a  number  of  new  responsibilities  to  the  Coast  Guard  in 
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the  areas  of  law  enforcement,  navigation  safety,  and 
environmental  protection.  The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  alone 
consumes  millions  of  dollars  in  resources.   If  we  do  not  change 
course,  Congress  will  be  forced  to  review  the  role  of  the  Coast 
Guard  and  to  consider  eliminating  or  reassigning  entire  missions 
from  the  Coast  Guard.  I  hope  that  you  will  agree  that  this  is  a  bad 
policy,  and  that  instead  of  shortchanging  the  Coast  Guard,  we  need 
to  provide  that  agency  with  adequate  funding  to  perform  its 
responsibilities  in  FY  '95. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  the  future. 

#  #  #  #  # 
JF:rds 
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Mr.  Tauzin.  I  will  not  read  my  statement.  You  know  my  concerns 
about  the  cuts,  particularly  in  boat  safety.  Chairman  Studds  has 
done  that  already. 

Let  me  mention  one  thing  that  is  going  to  take  place  in  a  couple 
weeks  in  New  Orleans  on  the  river.  The  VTS  system  that  we  are 
going  to  try  to  install  across  America,  the  Vessel  Transit  System, 
the  Coast  Guard  will  ask  you  to  reduce  their  budget  request.  I 
think  they  are  moving  too  slow  on  this. 

In  New  Orleans,  we  are  about  to  put  boatloads  of  up  to  3,000 
gamblers  in  the  river,  and  this  is  happening  all  across  America, 
and  we  will  have  these  gamblers  drinking  and  out  on  boats. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  hope  you  are  going  to  put  them  on  boats  before  they 
are  on  the  river  or  they  will  get  wet. 

Mr.  Tauzin.  Well,  the  point  is  we  have  statements  from  the 
Coast  Guard  saying  that  every  seven  days  some  foreign  flagship 
loses  it  power  or  steering  in  that  river,  and  we  are  now  about  to 
introduce  boatloads  of  gamblers  to  it  without  a  VTS  system. 

I  just  want  to  alert  you  to  that,  and  I  believe  we  will  have  a  trag- 
edy in  that  river  or  some  other  river  in  America  like  it  unless  we 
get  the  system  moving.  I  would  urge  you  to  do  what  you  can  to  get 
it  moving. 

You  have  the  rest  of  my  statement.  I  trust  you.  We  have  worked 
great  together  in  the  past  and  I  trust  we  will  do  it  this  year. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  do  and  we  thank  you  for  the  help  you  have  been 
to  this  Committee. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Tauzin  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  BILLY  TAUZIN 

CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  COAST  GUARD  AND  NAVIGATION 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

ON  THE  COAST  GUARD  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

APRIL  21,  1994 


GOOD  AFTERNOON,  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY. 
FIRST,  I  WANT  TO  EXPRESS  MY  APPRECIATION  TO  YOU  CHAIRMAN  CARR, 
FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION  ON  COAST  GUARD  ISSUES  LAST  YEAR.   I  HOPE 
THAT  WE  CAN  BUILD  ON  OUR  SUCCESS  AND  WORK  JUST  AS  CLOSELY  THIS 
YEAR. 

I  WANT  TO  ECHO  THE  STATEMENTS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  STUDDS  CONCERNING 
THE  TREMENDOUS  JOB  THAT  ADMIRAL  BILL  KIME  HAS  DONE  AS  COMMANDANT 
OF  THE  COAST  GUARD.  I  BELIEVE  THAT  ADMIRAL  KIME'S  EFFORTS  TO 
IMPROVE  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  AND  TRAINING  OF  THOSE  WHO  SERVE  IN 
THE  COAST  GUARD  HAVE  LEFT  THE  AGENCY  WELL  PREPARED  TO  MEET  THE 
CHALLENGES  OF  ITS  THIRD  CENTURY  OF  SERVICE  TO  THIS  NATION.  WE 
ALL  OWE  BILL  KIME  A  DEBT  OF  GRATITUDE  FOR  HIS  GIFTED  LEADERSHIP. 

AS  YOU  KNOW,  THE  1995  OPERATING  ACCOUNT  WILL  MEAN  A  LOT  OF  CUTS, 
CONSOLIDATIONS,  AND  SACRIFICES.   THE  COAST  GUARD  WORK  FORCE  WILL 
BE  REDUCED  BY  1000  MILITARY  AND  100  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEES.   THERE 
ARE  PLANS  TO  DECOMMISSION  ELEVEN  CUTTERS,  GROUND  NINE  AIRCRAFT, 
CLOSE  FOURTEEN  SMALLBOAT  STATIONS,  CUT  AN  ADDITIONAL  1000 
RESERVISTS,  AND  CONSOLIDATE  THE  VESSEL  DOCUMENTATION  OFFICES. 
WHAT'S  MORE,  THE  BUDGET  REQUEST  COMPLETELY  ELIMINATES  FUNDING 
REQUESTS  FOR  TWO  VERY  SUCCESSFUL  PROGRAMS  — BRIDGE 
ADMINISTRATION  AND  BOATING  SAFETY. 

UNFORTUNATELY,  THE  COAST  GUARD  HAS  NOT  PROVIDED  DETAILS  ON  MANY 
OF  THEIR  REQUESTED  CUTS.   THOSE  AMERICANS  WHO  WILL  BE  MOST 
AFFECTED  BY  THE  PROPOSED  CHANGES  HAVE  NOT  BEEN  GIVEN  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMMENT.   UNTIL  THE  DETAILS  ARE  RELEASED,  I  DO 
NOT  FEEL  COMFORTABLE  SUPPORTING  THE  ENTIRE  REDUCTION  AND 
CONSOLIDATION  PACKAGE.   I  AM  ESPECIALLY  CONCERNED  ABOUT  PROPOSED 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  BRIDGE  ADMINISTRATION,  THE  VESSEL  DOCUMENTATION, 
AND  BOATING  SAFETY  PROGRAMS.   I  HOPE  THAT  THIS  SUBJECT  CAN 
REMAIN  OPEN  UNTIL  ALL  OF  THE  FACTS  ARE  AVAILABLE. 

I  AM  DEEPLY  CONCERNED  ABOUT  THE  REQUESTED  REDUCTIONS  TO  THE 
COAST  GUARD'S  RESERVE  TRAINING  PROGRAM.   AS  A  RESULT  OF  PREVIOUS 
CUTS,  THE  RESERVE  IS  CXniRENTLY  IN  A  FREE-FALL.   UNLESS  THE  COAST 
GUARD  CAN  GET  A  HANDLE  ON  ITS  CURRENT  DOWN  SIZING  PROGRAM,  I 
BELIEVE  THE  ADDITIONAL  FORCE  REDUCTIONS  WILL  CRIPPLE  THE  RESERVE 
FOR  YEARS  TO  COME. 

ON  THE  BRIGHT  SIDE,  THE  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST  PROMISES  TO  MAKE 
GREAT  PROGRESS  REBUILDING  THE  COAST  GUARD'S  AGING  FLEET  OF 
CUTTERS,  PLANES,  AND  SHORE  STATIONS.   I  AM  PLEASED  TO  SEE  THAT 
THE  ADMINISTRATION  HAS  REQUESTED  $440  MILLION  FOR  THE  AC&I 
ACCOUNT.   AMONG  MANY  OTHER  PROJECTS,  THIS  REQUEST  WILL  CONTINUE 
THE  VTS  2000  PROGRAM;  IT  WILL  BUILD  FOUR  NEW  BUOY  TENDERS;  AND 
TWENTY  NEW  MOTOR  LIFEBOATS  —  ALL  DESPERATELY  IMPORTANT  PROGRAMS 
THAT  DESERVE  THE  SUPPORT  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE. 

THE  VTS  2000  PROGRAM  IS  OF  PARTICULAR  INTEREST  TO  ME.   AS  YOU 
MAY  BE  AWARE,  LOUISIANA  RECENTLY  INTRODUCED  GAMING  VESSELS  TO 
THE  ALREADY  CONGESTED  WATERS  OF  THE  LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER. 
THE  RIVERBOATS  PROMISE  TO  BE  NATIONAL  TOURIST  ATTRACTIONS.   BUT 
ADDING  UP  TO  3000  GAMBLERS  PER  VESSEL  TO  AN  ALREADY  DANGEROUS 
RIVER  IS  TROUBLE.   IN  1991  THE  PORT  NEEDS  STUDY  DECLARED  NEW 
ORLEANS  THE  NATION'S  MOST  DESERVING  PORT  FOR  A  VTS  SYSTEM.   THAT 
WAS  BEFORE  GAMING  VESSELS.   THE  STAKES  ARE  MUCH  HIGHER  NOW. 

I  UNDERSTAND  THAT  THE  COAST  GUARD  MAY  MODIFY  ITS  VTS  2000  BUDGET 
REQUEST.   I  AM  DISAPPOINTED  THAT  THE  PROGRAM  IS  FALLING  FURTHER 
BEHIND  SCHEDULE,  BUT  I  AM  ENCOURAGED  THAT  THE  COAST  GUARD  IS 
DOING  ITS  BEST  TO  DO  THE  JOB  RIGHT.   I  HOPE  THAT  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  CAN  FULLY  FUND  THE  REVISED  VTS  2000  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  THANK  YOU  AND  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR 
YOUR  SUPPORT  AND  ATTENTION  TODAY. 


\ 


\ 

\ 

\ 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
NEW  MEXICO  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  recognize  Congressman  Richardson. 

Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  one  minute. 

I  am  requesting  funds — ^you  have  my  statement — for  a  railroad 
depot,  a  couple  of  roads,  a  radar  system,  two  buses,  and  that  is  it, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

You  have  the  statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  it. 

Thank  you.  Thank  you  very  much, 

Mr.  Tauzin.  I  am  for  his  buses. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Richardson  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  BILL  RICHARDSON 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

APRIL  21,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  regarding  appropriations  for  several 
transportation  projects  of  great  importance  to  New  Mexico. 

LAS  VEGAS  RAILROAD  DEPOT  AND  ROUNDHOUSE  PURCHASE  AND 
RENOVATION 

Las  Vegas,  New  Mexico,  is  a  rapidly  growing  town  in  northern  New  Mexico 
in  need  of  enhanced  transportation  facilities.    To  meet  these  needs,  the  City  of  Las 
Vegas  has  made  plans  to  acquire  and  renovate  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Depot  and 
Roundhouse  to  serve  as  an  intermodal  transportation  facility. 

The  renovation  of  the  depot  will  centralize  transportation  services  and  allow  for 
greater  efficiency  and  stimulate  business  and  development  in  the  City.    Amtrak  trains, 
city  cabs,  bus  lines,  United  Parcel  Service,  Western  Union  and  a  tourist  coach  service 
would  run  out  of  this  central  location  providing  for  better  management  of  increasing 
traffic  flows.    In  the  future,  Las  Vegas  plans  to  add  a  public  transportation  system 
which  would  also  utilize  this  facility.    Renovation  of  this  historic  depot  would  also 
significandy  enhance  the  nearby  historic  district. 

The  City  of  Las  Vegas  has  secured  matching  State  funds  for  75%  of  the  total 
cost  of  depot  acquisition  and  renovation.    I  believe  the  important  benefits  the 
acquisition  and  renovation  of  the  Depot  would  bring  to  the  City  of  Las  Vegas  merit 
the  appropriation  of  the  remaining  25%  of  the  funding  by  this  subcommittee. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $224,000  in  matching 
Federal  funds  for  the  City  of  Las  Vegas  for  the  purchase  and  renovation  of  the 
Santa  Fe  Railroad  Depot  and  Roundhouse. 


SANTA  FE  RELIEF  ROUTE 

The  Santa  Fe  Relief  Route  (SFRR)  highway  construction  project,  planned  since 
1960,  is  scheduled  to  be  a  14  mile,  four-lane  divided  highway  around  the  north  and 
west  segments  of  the  City  of  Santa  Fe  to  provide  traffic  relief  for  the  city  between 
Interstate  25  to  the  south  of  the  city  and  U.S.  84/285  to  the  north  of  the  city.    The 
project  will  provide  arterial  relief  for  congested  city  streets  and  alleviate  traffic  in  the 
city  by  providing  a  safer,  more  direct  route  from  the  Santa  Fe  Municipal  Airport  and 
Los  Alamos  National  Laboratories  to  Santa  Fe  and  points  north  and  south. 

Populations  north  of  Santa  Fe  will  benefit  from  this  project  as  well  as 
businesses  and  people  in  and  around  the  Santa  Fe  area.    There  are  ten  interchanges 
planned  for  this  route  to  link  it  to  the  existing  network.    An  environmental  assessment 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  in  1987  found  that  the  project  would  have  no 
significant  environmental  impact. 
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Of  the  originally  planned  14  miles,  five  have  been  constructed,  while  the 
second  nine-mile  stage  awaits  completion.    The  construction  costs  for  the  remaining 
portions  of  the  SFRR  are  estimated  to  be  $34.5  million.    Approximately  $13.5 
million  in  construction  funds  are  currently  available  to  the  city.    Therefore,  the  City 
needs  to  secure  $21  million  in  demonstration  funds  to  complete  this  project.    The 
project  up  to  this  point  has  been  funded  largely  as  a  demonstration  project,  so 
completing  it  in  this  manner  should  not  be  a  problem. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $21  million  for  the  Santa 
Fe  Relief  Route. 


SANTA  FE  TRAILS  BUS  SYSTEM 

The  astounding  success  of  the  Santa  Fe  Trails  Bus  system,  which  began  service 
on  January  23,  1993,  has  led  to  the  need  for  new  funds  to  provide  expanded  service. 
The  13-bus  fleet,  which  is  the  first  bus  fleet  in  the  nation  to  be  powered  entirely  by 
compressed  natural  gas  (CNG),  has  exceeded  its  first  year  ridership  goal  by  100%. 
The  system  carried  more  than  325,000  people  over  its  first  twelve  months  of 
operation  and  exceeded  its  first  year  revenue  projections  by  $37,000.    In  addition,  the 
Santa  Fe  Trails  Bus  system  recently  won  the  Public  Transportation  Innovation  Award 
for  Best  Application  of  New  Technology. 

The  City  of  Santa  Fe  has  applied  for  a  Section  3  grant  for  the  purchase  of 
three  alternative  fuel  buses  and  expansion  of  the  Sheridan  Transit  Center  to  serve  as  a 
multi-modal  transit  mall  to  link  private  transit  operators,  taxicab  service  and  bicycle 
commuters  with  the  Santa  Fe  Trails  service.    As  the  explosive  growth  and  success  of 
this  service  demonstrates,  I  believe  the  need  for  additional  funding  for  bus  purchases 
and  upgrades  to  the  Sheridan  Transit  Center  is  clear. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $1,009,544  for  the  Santa 
Fe  Trails  Bus  System. 

SANTA  FE  MUNICIPAL  AIRPORT  RADAR  ACQUISITION 

As  a  State  Capitol  and  major  domestic  and  international  travel  destination, 
Santa  Fe  is  a  popular  destination  for  government  officials  and  tourists  alike. 
Although  the  municipal  airport  is  not  served  by  any  commercial  jet  service, 
commercial  propeller  jet  service  offered  by  Mesa  Airlines  serves  Albuquerque  and 
Denver.    In  addition,  the  airport  is  utilized  by  a  large  number  of  private  jet  owners 
and  state  government  officials  including  the  governor,  whose  state  plane  is  stationed 
at  the  airport. 

Unfortunately,  the  Santa  Fe  Municipal  Airport  (SAP)  does  not  have  any  form 
of  stand-alone  RADAR  capability.    Although-  partially  covered  by  the  Albuquerque 
International  Airport  RADAR,  the  mountainous  terrain  of  Santa  Fe  makes  it 
impossible  to  cover  the  entire  airport  completely.    In  fact,  air  traffic  controllers  in  the 
SAF  tower  must  communicate  by  phone  with  the  Albuquerque  tower  to  remain 
updated  on  all  incoming  planes. 
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The  significant  safety  concerns  associated  with  the  lack  of  RADAR  at  Santa  Fe 
have  not  been  addressed  by  the  FAA  because  of  a  formula-driven  determination  that 
air  traffic  in  Santa  Fe  does  not  justify  RADAR  installation.    However,  the  crash  of  a 
small  plane  near  Santa  Fe  in  September,  1993,  and  a  past  history  of  flight  delays  and 
safety  concerns  has  made  the  need  for  a  more  advanced  landing  system  at  SAF 
abundantly  clear. 

A  used  RADAR  system  firom  an  airport  installing  an  upgrade  would  provide 
the  necessary  RADAR  service  for  the  airport,  but  an  appropriation  for  the  installation 
of  RADAR  and  the  ancillary  equipment  is  necessary  to  effect  this  change. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $4,244,000  million  for 
installation  of  a  used  RADAR  and  the  ancillary  equipment  to  support  it  for  the 
Santa  Fe  Municipal  Airport. 

MCKINLEY  COUNTY  ROAD  IMPROVEMENTS 

McKinley  County,  New  Mexico,  is  in  dire  need  of  assistance  for  road 
improvements.    The  County  currently  maintains  549  miles  of  roads,  most  of  which 
are  unimproved  dirt  roads.    Approximately  125  miles  of  these  dirt  roads  are  used  as 
primary  school  bus  routes.    The  County  has  one  of  the  largest  school  bus 
transportation  systems  in  New  Mexico  because  of  its  sparse  population  spread 
throughout  a  large  geographic  area. 

Transportation  of  students  in  McKinley  County  accounts  for  nearly  1.5  million 
miles  travelled  by  school  buses.    Many  of  these  routes  are  in  need  of  repair  due  to 
the  harshness  of  the  elements  and  poor  construction.    The  County  has  identified  the 
upgrading  of  125  miles  of  these  roads  as  an  urgent  priority. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $20  million  for  McKinley  . 
County's  road  improvement  project. 

SUNPORT  BOULEVARD  PRO.TECT 

The  City  of  Albuquerque  has  experienced  rapid  growth  in  recent  years.    As  the 
largest  city  in  the  state,  Albuquerque  has  unique  transportation  needs  not  experienced 
by  other  municipalities.    The  new  Albuquerque  International  Airport  (ALA)  has  also 
experienced  a  surge  in  traffic,  making  the  issue  of  transportation  to  and  from  the 
airport  all  the  more  important. 

The  City  of  Albuquerque  has  proposed  a  demonstration  project  which  would 
involve  the  construction  of  an  access  arterial  roadway  running  from  Interstate  25  into 
the  airport.    Construction  of  such  a  project  would  substantially  improve  traffic  flows 
around  the  airport  and  make  transit  significantly  easier  for  the  thousands  of  New 
Mexicans  and  tourists  who  use  the  state's  largest  airport  every  year.    It  will  also 
^^jrnprove  air  quality  in  the  area  and  reduce  congestion  by  reducing  the  traffic  flows  on 
existing  streets  now  connected  to  the  single  access  road  into  the  airport. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $10  miUion  for  the 
Sunport  Boulevard  project  in  Albuquerque. 
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GIBSON  BOULEVARD  EAST  CORRIDOR  PROTECT 

Increased  traffic  to  and  firom  the  Albuquerque  International  Airport  has  also 
resulted  in  increased  traffic  demands  in  the  neighborhoods  around  the  airport.    The 
City  of  Albuquerque  has  proposed  a  demonstration  project  which  would  involve  the 
construction  of  a  six-lane,  high-capacity,  high-speed,  limited-access  principal  arterial 
loop  road  in  the  southeast  quadrant  of  Albuquerque  from  the  I-25/Gibson  Boulevard 
interchange  to  San  Mateo  Boulevard  and  fi"om  Louisiana  Boulevard  to  the  I-40/Juan 
Tabo  Interchange. 

Construction  of  such  a  project  would  facilitate  safer  and  more  efficient  traffic 
service  to  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  the  airport,  the  U.S.  Air  Force A^eterans 
Administration  Medical  Center  and  the  Lovelace  Medical  Center,  reduce  accident 
rates  on  Gibson  Boulevard  and  add  a  major  transit  route  to  the  city. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Subcommittee  include  $13  million  for  the  Gibson 
Boulevard  East  Corridor  Project. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 


CAJALCO  ROAD,  RAMONA  EXPRESSWAY,  GALENA 
STREET  INTERCHANGE  PROJECT,  AND  INTERSTATE 
215  INTERCHANGE  AT  NEWPORT  ROAD 

WITNESS 

HON.  KEN  CALVERT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Calvert,  welcome  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Calvert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  will  briefly  summarize  my  projects  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  my  entire  statement  to  be  entered  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Calvert.  This  testimony  is  regarding  several  highway 
projects  in  my  district  in  West  Riverside  County.  Many  of  the  folks 
that  travel  these  highways  and  roads  commute  well  over  100  miles 
a  day  in  my  area  spending  almost  five  hours  a  day  traveling. 

Needed  improvements  to  Riverside  County's  transportation  sys- 
tem would  go  a  long  way  in  easing  traffic  burdens  in  my  district. 
Improvements  are  especially  needed  to  reduce  congestion  and  in- 
crease transportation  circulation. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  four  projects  that  include 
Galena  Street,  near  the  interstate  15;  Cajalco  Road  between  Inter- 
state 15  and  Harley  John  Road;  Interstate  215  interchange  at  New- 
port Road;  and  the  Ramona  Expressway. 

I  am  confident  these  projects  will  alleviate  traffic  congestion  and 
improve  safety. 

The  construction  of  these  projects  will  provide  needed  jobs  in  a 
very  weak  economy  in  Southern  California  while  at  the  same  time 
helping  to  protect  the  environment  in  which  we  live.  Project  out- 
lines I  am  requesting  all  qualify  for  federally  funded  aid,  and  I 
would  like  to  encourage  the  committee  to  consider  these  projects 
proposed  by  the  Riverside  County  Department  of  Transportation  to 
be  included  in  the  subcommittee's  appropriation  for  this  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Calvert  follows:] 
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U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Statement  of  Representative  Ken  Calvert 
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(The  following  is  to  be  added  into  the 
record. ) 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  regarding 
the  growing  transportation  needs  of  Riverside  County.   The 
following  road  improvement  projects  are  critical  to  improving 
safety,  relieving  congestion,  and  accommodating  the  growing 
population  and  development  in  the  area.   These  proposals  are  the 
top  road  improvement  projects  of  my  district  in  Riverside  County 
that  I  feel  are  necessary  for  positive  development  of  the 
community. 

The  first  project  I  would  like  to  discuss  is  Cajalco  Road  between 
Interstate  15  and  Harley  John  Road.  A  growing  number  of  commuters 
from  my  district  rely  on  Cajalco  Road  as  an  essential  link 
between  two  cities  as  well  as  a  connector  between  the  1-15  and 
the  1-215  freeways.   Due  to  the  high  speeds  of  existing  traffic, 
the  objective  of  this  project  is  to  provide  a  32  foot  wide 
pavement  section  throughout  the  entire  length  and  a  40  foot  wide 
section  at  four  intersecting  roads  and  at  Harley  John  Road.   This 
additional  width  at  the  intersections  will  allow  for  needed  left 
turn  lanes. 

The  Cajalco  Road  project  would  provide  a  safer  and  less  congested 
connector  for  the  high  speeds  and  traffic  volumes  which  currently 
exist .   There  have  been  nvunerous  accidents  on  this  road  and  these 
data  clearly  indicate  the  need  for  improvement.   I  believe  the 
number  of  accidents  could  be  reduced  significantly  with  the 
construction  of  this  project.   I  also  would  like  to  add  that  this 
specific  area  is  in  the  process  of  development  and  improvements 
to  Cajalco  Road  will  promote  further  development,  thereby 
enhancing  the  economy. 

In  FY  1995  $6,000,000  is  requested  in  the  Transportation 
Appropriations  bill  for  completion  of  all  phases  of  the  project. 
Unfortunately,  current  local  levels  of  funding  are  insufficient 
to  fund  this  project.  Therefore  I  respectfully  request  the 
Committee  approve  $6,000,000  to  complete  the  reconstruction  and 
widening  of  this  road. 

The  second  project  for  which  I  would  like  to  offer  my  support  is 
the  Ramona  Expressway.  The  goal  of  this  project  is  to  alleviate 
congestion,  and  improve  efficiency  of  travel  and  safety  for  both 
commuter  and  local  traffic.  This  expressway  will  be  used 
primarily  by  inter- city  commuters  and  local  commuters,  who  will 
benefit  from  less  congestion,  reduced  stops  and  starts  and  fewer 
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hazards.   Furthermore,  it  will  improve  access  to  1-215  from  the 
Hemet/San  Jacinto  Valley  for  commuters  who  may  have  otherwise 
used  state  highway  79  or  state  Highway  60. 

The  improvements  proposed  at  this  time  are  for  construction  of 
one  bridge,  reconstruction  eind  realignment  of  some  portions,  of 
the  existing  two  lane  roadway,  and  construction  of  two  additional 
lanes  to  result  in  a  total  of  four  lanes.  The  project  spans  17.0 
miles  beginning  at  the  easterly  city  limits  of  Perris  and  ending 
at  Ceder  Avenue  on  the  east  side  of  the  city  of  San  Jacinto. 

I  request  the  committee  to  approve  $2,000,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
appropriations  to  continue  the  Ramona  Expressway  project. 

I  would  like  to  familiarize  the  committee  with  the  Galena  Street 
interchange  project  overcrossing  at  1-15.  Galena  Street  would 
increase  regional  access  to  the  interstate,  improve  regional 
circulation,  and  provide  the  backbone  for  development  in  the 
area.   The  scope  of  the  project  includes  the  construction  of  a 
new  interchange,  road  segment  and  bridge. 

The  proposed  Galena  Street  interchange  and  overcrossing  at  1-15 
would  allow  for  six  lanes  of  traffic.   The  segment  of  Galena  from 
Etiwanda  to  Hamner  is  also  planned  for  construction  as  a  six  lane 
highway.   This  segment  is  approximately  1.95  miles  in  length,   A 
bridge  crossing  the  Day  Creek  Channel  is  also  planned  for 
construction  as  part  of  this  project.  This  bridge  is  proposed 
for  construction  with  the  ultimate  width  of  106  ft  and  spans 
approximately  .02  miles. 

This  project  is  needed  to  meet  the  needs  of  growing  industrial 
development.   It  is  also  essential  to  provide  access  to  the 
interstate  system.   The  Galena  Avenue/I -15  interchange  project  is 
included  in  both  the  regional  and  state  transportation 
improvement  plans.   The  Riverside  County  Transportation  Sales  Tax 
Measure  "A"  will  provide  up  to  50%  of  the  total  project  cost.   In 
addition,  developers  along  the  Galena  Street  improvement  site  are 
responsible  for  the  frontage  improvements  along  the  segment  which 
include  curbing,  sidewalks  and  shoulder  paving. 

In  FY  1995,  $976,000  is  requested  for  design  and  environmental 
work  in  the  Trajisportation  Appropriations  bill  and  I  would  like 
the  committee's  support  on  this  project.  Construction  is  planned 
for  FY  1997. 

Finally,  I  urge  your  support  for  the  Interstate  215  interchange 
at  Newport  Road.  The  interchange  improvements  entail  widening  the 
I-215/Newport  Road  and  all  four  interchange  ramps  from  one  lane 
to  two.  These  in^rovements  will  provide  additional  traffic 
capacity,  relieve  local  street  congestion  and  accommodate  the 
future  demand  projected  for  the  year  2015.  The  Riversic'e  County 
Transportation  Department  has  determined  that  this  project  is  a 
key  element  for  the  control  of  the  increasing  traffic  volume  in 
the  area. 
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I  recpaest  the  Committee  to  approve  $4,770,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
appropriations  for  this  much  needed  project. 

All  of  these  projects  are  important  to  the  people  of  Riverside 
County.  I  hope  you  will  also  consider  these  projects  for  FY  1995 
Transportation  Appropriations  funds.   Your  support  will  be 
greatly  appreciated. 

Again,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  for  your  consideration. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
INTERSTATE  81  EXIT  47  FLY-OVER  RAMP 

WITNESS 

HON.  PAUL  E.  KANJORSm,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Kanjorski. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  to  urge  the  committee 
to  include  in  its  funding  this  year  $6,480,000  for  a  fly-over  ramp 
that  has  been  previously  authorized  in  ISTEA  section  1107-B. 

We  have  a  need  for  it  because  we  have  had  two  fatal  accidents. 
It  is  an  entrance  onto  an  interstate  highway  system  and  it  accom- 
modates a  Federal  employment  group  and  a  new  Social  Security 
center  located  in  an  industrial  or  business  park  in  my  district.  I 
would  urge  the  committee  to  help  us  do  it. 

It  can  be  constructed  in  1995.  If  it  is  able  to  be  done  in  that  time, 
it  will  help  alleviate  an  existing  hazardous  condition.  It  has  already 
caused  two  fatalities  in  the  last  60  days,  and  besides  that,  it  will 
accommodate  a  future  expansion  of  approximately  6,000  jobs.  So  if 
the  committee,  in  its  good  wisdom,  is  allocating  funds,  if  they  will 
remember  Interstate  81  and  Exit  47  for  a  Fly-over  Ramp,  it  will 
be  greatly  appreciated. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  Mr.  Kanjorski. 

We  will  take  that  under  advisement  and  appreciate  your  coming 
to  the  Committee. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Kanjorski  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OP  CONGRESSMAK  PAOL  E.  KANJORSKI 
BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

APRIL  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  about  a  highway  project 
in  my  congressional  district  which  is  vitally  important  to 
continued  economic  development  in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania.   The 
project  I  am  referring  to  is  the  Interstate  81  Exit  47  Fly-over 
Ramp,  and  I  request  that  you  make  available  $6,480,000  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  1995  Transportation  Appropriations  bill  for  this  much 
needed  highway  project. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  the  continuing  economic  recovery  that 
our  nation  is  experiencing  has  resulted  in  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  new  jobs  being  created  by  thousands  of  businesses  which  are 
starting  up  or  expanding  their  operations.   However,  the  recovery 
has  still  not  been  witnessed  by  every  part  of  the  country.   In  my 
congressional  district,  economic  recovery  has  been  slow.   In 
fact,  in  November  of  1993  the  unemployment  rate  for  the  region 
was  8.1%  -  this  was  2%  higher  than  the  national  average.   To 
continue  and  increase  the  economic  development  which  is  occurring 
in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania,  it  is  more  important  now  than  ever 
before  to  invest  in  the  region's  highway  infrastructure. 

Recently,  the  Social  Security  Administration  (SSA) 
constructed  a  new  data  processing  facility  in  the  East  Mountain 
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Corporate  Center  in  Plains  Township.   When  travelling  to  and  from 
the  business  park,  the  more  than  1,000  employees  of  the  SSA 
facility  combine  with  workers  from  other  businesses  in  the 
corporate  center  to  create  congestion  and  safety  problems  on 
surrounding  highways.   Recently,  Exit  4  7  was  the  site  of  two 
fatal  accidents.   Because  of  these  tragic  events  and  in  an  effort 
to  prevent  any  more  deaths  at  this  site,  the  Pennsylvania 
Department  of  Transportation  (PennDOT)  has  closed  part  of  this 
highway  ramp.   If  left  unattended,  the  traffic  pattern  problem 
will  grow  worse  and  will  discourage  needed  economic  development. 

Fortunately,  the  Wilkes-Barre  Partnership  (a  local  economic 
development  organization)  in  cooperation  with  the  Pennsylvania 
Department  of  Transportation  (PennDOT) ,  has  designed  the  Exit  47 
Fly-over  Ramp  project  to  alleviate  these  present  congestion  and 
safety  problems  while  providing  for  future  growth  in  the  area. 
According  to  PennDOT,  the  total  construction  cost  of  the  project 
is  $7,200,000.   While  $720,000  can  be  immediately  devoted  to  the 
project  by  the  state,  $6,480,000  is  needed  from  the  federal 
government  to  initiate  and  complete  the  project  in  Fiscal  Year 
1995.   I  ask  that  you  provide  this  level  of  funding  for  the  Exit 
47  Fly-over  Ramp  project. 

The  East  Mountain  Corporate  Center  is  one  of  the  strongest 
resources  for  facilitating  economic  growth  in  Northeastern 
Pennsylvania.   Within  ten  years,  the  East  Mountain  Corporate 
Center  is  expected  to  create  6,272  primary  jobs,  have  an  annual 
payroll  of  approximately  $176  million,  and  generate  as  much  as 
$47.6  million  in  yearly  tax  revenues.   In  this  regard,  it  is 
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vitally  important  that  the  existing  ramp  configuration  at 
Interstate  81  Exit  47  be  modified  to  accommodate  the  increased 
traffic  which  is  expected  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  the  other 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  about 
the  Interstate  81  Exit  47  Fly-over  Ramp  project.   It  is  my  hope 
that  you  recognize  the  importance  of  this  project  to  continued 
economic  growth  and  traffic  safety  in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania 
and  include  the  requested  level  of  funding  for  this  project  in 
the  Fiscal  Year  1995  Transportation  Appropriations  bill. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
TROTWOOD  CONNECTOR 

WITNESS 

HON.  TONY  P.  HALL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  recognize  our  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  Ohio,  Congressman  Tony  Hall. 

Mr.  Hall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  remarks  I 
would  like  to  leave  as  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  They  will  be  made  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Hall.  And  I  have  a  couple  of  projects.  There  are  two  seg- 
ments, one  is  5.29  miles,  and  I  am  requesting  6.16  million  for  the 
Trotwood  section;  and  then  12.32  million  for  the  other  segment, 
which  is  West  Third  Street  to  Wolf  Creek  Road. 

It  will  really  connect  our  area  and  we  need  it,  and  I  hope  that 
you  will  certainly  consider  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  will  and  I  would  like  to 
help  you  out  if  we  can. 

We  appreciate  your  brevity  as  well. 

The  Committee  will  take  a  short  recess. 

[Recess.] 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Hall  follows:] 
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Testimony  by  Rep.  Tony  P.  Hall  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  Hearing  on  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Bill  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  April  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
be  here  today  to  testify  in  favor  of  funding  two  highway  segments  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Bill  for  Fiscal  Year  1995. 
These  highway  segments  are  known  as  the  "Trotwood  Connector"  in  Montgomery 
County,  Ohio. 

I  am  pleased  to  submit  this  request  to  the  Subcommittee  and  I  will  be  providing 
additional  background  information  responding  to  the  Subcommittee's  criteria  very  soon. 
The  State  of  Ohio  is  working  with  me  to  respond  to  the  subcommittee's  request  for 
documentation  in  a  timely  fashion.  Completion  of  these  highways  is  crucial  to  shaping  the 
future  of  West  Dayton  and  Western  Montgomery  County. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Trotwood  Connector  is  integral  to  linking  communities  in  the 
greater  Dayton  area  to  U.S.  70  and  therefore  a  key  to  interstate  travel  and  international 
commerce.  The  project  enjoys  unanimous  support  from  the  many  local  and  county 
officials  and  businesses  in  the  Dayton  Area. 

These  highway  projects  are  not  huge  or  overly  costly.  Total  miles  planned  for  the 
two  segments  are  5.29  miles.   I  am  requesting  $6.16  million  for  the  first  Trotwood  section 
from  Wolf  Creek  to  State  Route  49,  and  $12.32  million  for  the  other  segment  which  is 
West  Third  Street  to  Wolf  Creek  Road.  Both  segments  are  under  final  design,  funded 
locally.  Yet  they  are  enormously  important  for  commerce  zind  economic  development. 
They  provide  direct  access  between  northwestern  Montgomery  County  and  central 
Dayton.  They  will  allow  businesses  to  travel  between  the  two  cities  and  have  access  to 
Interstate  70,  75  and  675.  They  will  provide  a  major  north/south  connection  from  U.S.  35 
in  West  Dayton  to  1-75,  facilitating  access  to  Cincinnati  and  Columbus. 

Trotwood  has  already  passed  a  liberal  tax  abatement  program  and  is  moving 
ahead  with  related  street  improvements.  The  economic  development  potential  for  West 
Dayton  combined  with  the  projects'  excellent  transportation  impact  resulted  in  a  very 
high  priority  designation  by  the  State  of  Ohio. 

Also,  I  support  $1.5  million  for  the  "H-Connector,"  an  18.9  mile  bicycle  path 
follows  an  abandoned  railroad  right-of-way  between  Montgomery  and  Greene  Counties. 
This  has  a  great  deal  of  popular  support  in  my  community. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Committee. 
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Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
COAST  GUARD  FUNDING 

WITNESS 

HON.  WILLIAM  J.  HUGHES,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  hear  the  testimony  of  our  good  friend,  Bill 
Hughes,  the  Congressman  from  New  Jersey.  Welcome  to  the  Com- 
mittee. We  will  make  your  statement  part  of  the  record  and  ask 
that  you  summarize  your  request. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  will  be  brief.  I  apologize  for  the  delay,  but,  as  you 
well  know,  I  have  been  on  the  Floor  with  amendments. 

I  just  want  to  support  the  testimony  that  was  submitted  by  Billy 
Tauzin  of  Louisiana  and  others  who  support  the  funding  for  the 
Coast  Guard  at  the  level  authorized  by  the  President  and  also  the 
authorizing  committee.  As  you  know,  I  serve  on  the  authorizing 
committee. 

And  I  have  seen  firsthand  in  my  own  district  what  has  happened 
to  our  aging  fleet.  I  mean,  it  is  falling  apart  on  us.  And  they  are 
now,  taking — basically,  they  are  getting  into  the  marrow  of  our 
equipment.  And  we  have  30  to  50-year-old  tugs  and  other  vessels 
that,  unfortunately,  continue  to  break  down  on  us. 

We  have  had  instances  in  my  own  district  where  it  has  impeded 
our  ability  to  perform  the  search  and  rescue  mission  because  of 
failures  of  equipment,  and  that  is  going  to  continue  to  occur.  And 
I  just  would  urge  the  committee  to  support  the  AC&I  account  at 
the  level  basically  requested  by  the  President  and  authorized  by 
the  authorizing  committee. 

And  that  is  the  essence  of  my  testimony.  I  have  a  statement, 
which  you  have  made  a  part  of  the  record,  but  that  is  the  central 
theme  of  it. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Hughes  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY  THE  HONORABLE  WILLIAM  J.  HUGHES 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  FY  '95  FOR 

THE  UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 

APRIL  21,  1994 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH,  MR.  CHAIRMAN.   I  APPRECIATE  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  TODAY  BEFORE  THIS  DISTINGUISHED 
SUBCOMMITTEE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  INCREASED  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD 
IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995. 

FIRST,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  ASSOCIATE  MYSELF  WITH  THE  STATEMENTS 
OF  MY  COLLEAGUES,  MERCHANT  MARINE  CHAIRMAN  GERRY  STUDDS  AND  COAST 
GUARD  SUBCOMMITTEE  CHAIRMAN  BILLY  TAUZIN,  PRAISING  THE  EXCELLENT 
JOB  THAT  ADMIRAL  BILL  KIME  HAS  DONE  AS  COAST  GUARD  COMMANDANT.   I 
WILL  MISS  WORKING  WITH  HIM  AND  WISH  HIM  THE  BEST  OF  LUCK  IN  HIS 
NEW  ENDEAVORS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  COME  BEFORE  YOU  BECAUSE  I  AM  CONCERNED  ABOUT 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD.   I  AM  CONCERNED 
THAT  WE  ARE  NOT  MAKING  THE  INVESTMENTS  TODAY  THAT  WE  NEED  TO  MAKE 
IN  ORDER  TO  KEEP  THE  COAST  GUARD  OPERATING  AT  AN  ACCEPTABLE  LEVEL 
OF  SERVICE  IN  THE  NEXT  CENTURY. 

SPECIFICALLY,  I  AM  INTERESTED  IN  SEEING  THE  COAST  GUARD 
FUNDED  AT  THE  LEVEL  RECOMMENDED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT  AND,  IN 
PARTICULAR,  I  WOULD  LIKE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  CONSIDER  INCREASED 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD  ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND 
IMPROVEMENT  ACCOUNT  OR  AC&I  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995. 

AS  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  IS  AWARE,  PRESIDENT  CLINTON  RECOMMENDED, 
AND  THE  MERCHANT  MARINE  COMMITTEE  SUPPORTED,  SOME  $44  0  MILLION 
FOR  THE  AC&I  ACCOUNT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995.   WHILE  THE  COAST  GUARD 
CONTENDS  THAT  $500  MILLION  IS  NEEDED  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  LEVEL  OF 
CAPITAL  PLANT  IT  NOW  POSSESSES,  THE  PRESIDENT  AND  THE  COMMITTEE 
BELIEVED  THAT  $4  4  0  MILLION  BALANCED  THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  COAST  GUARD 
WITH  THE  NEED  TO  REDUCE  OUR  DEFICIT. 

UNFORTUNATELY,  THE  HOUSE  BUDGET  COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDED  AN 
OVERALL  COAST  GUARD  FIGURE  WELL  BELOW  THE  ADMINISTRATION  AND 
MERCHANT  MARINE  COMMITTEE  GUIDANCE  — A  FIGURE  THAT  ONLY  INCLUDED 
SOME  $307  MILLION  FOR  THE  AC&I  ACCOUNT.   THIS  LEVEL  OF  FUNDING  IS 
NOT  SUFFICIENT  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO  ACQUIRE  THE  TOOLS  IT  NEEDS 
TO  DO  ITS  JOB. 

FUNDING  AC&I  AT  THE  LEVEL  ENDORSED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT  AND  THE 
MERCHANT  MARINE  COMMITTEE  WOULD  — AMONG  OTHER  THINGS —  ALLOW  THE 
COAST  GUARD  TO  CONTINUE  TO  BUILD  MODERN  MOTOR  LIFEBOATS,  NEW  BUOY 
TENDERS  AND  AN  IMPROVED  VESSEL  NAVIGATION  SYSTEM.   THESE 
ACQUISITIONS  AND  OTHERS  FUNDED  BY  THE  AC&I  ACCOUNT  WILL  GO  TOWARD 
IMPROVING  COAST  GUARD  SERVICE  SOMEWHAT,  BUT  REALLY  JUST 
MAINTAINING  IT  AT  THE  LEVEL  WE  HAVE  COME  TO  EXPECT. 
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FOR  EXAMPLE,  THE  COAST  GUARD  STATION  AT  CAPE  MAY  WAS  THE 
FIRST  TO  RECEIVE  THE  NEW  4 7 -FOOT  CUTTER  FUNDED  IN  THE  AC&I 
ACCOUNT.   WE  HAD  A  4 4 -FOOT  MOTOR  LIFE  BOAT  STATIONED  AT  CAPE  MAY, 
BUT  LIKE  SO  MANY  ACROSS  THE  COUNTRY  OURS  WAS  NEARLY  3  0  YEARS  OLD 
AND  FAST  BECOMING  CUMBERSOME  AND  OBSOLETE.   I  HAVE  BEEN  ON  THE 
NEW  MOTOR  LIFEBOAT  AND  I  BELIEVE  THAT  THIS  REPLACEMENT  PROGRAM 
WILL  HELP  THE  COAST  GUARD  RESPOND  FASTER  AND  MORE  EFFICIENTLY  TO 
EMERGENCIES  AT  SEA.   IT'S  IMPORTANT  THAT  CITIZENS  OF  OTHER  STATES 
HAVE  ACCESS  TO  THE  SAME  LIFE  SAVING  EQUIPMENT  AS  THE  PEOPLE  IN 
NEW  JERSEY. 

BUT  THE  MOTOR  LIFEBOAT  PROGRAM  IS  JUST  ONE  EXAMPLE  OF  THE 
TYPE  OF  NEEDED  UPGRADING  THAT  A  FULLY  FUNDED  ACS I  ACCOUNT  WILL 
ALLOW  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO  PERFORM.   INDEED  WE  CURRENTLY  HAVE  BUOY 
TENDERS  THAT  ARE  BETWEEN  3  0  AND  50  YEARS  OLD  AND  COASTAL  PATROL 
BOATS  THAT  ARE  SO  WORN  OUT  THAT  THEY  ARE  BECOMING  DANGEROUS. 

AS  ADMIRAL  KIME  PUT  IT,  THE  "ACQUISITION,  CONSTRUCTION  AND 
IMPROVEMENT  APPROPRIATION  IS  THE  KEY  TO  OUR  FUTURE."   WE  NEED  TO 
PROVIDE  THE  COAST  GUARD  WITH  THE  ABILITY  TO  MAINTAIN  THEIR 
CAPITAL  PLANT  AND  GIVE  THEM  THE  ABILITY  TO  SERVE  US  WELL,  NOW  AND 
IN  THE  FUTURE.   I  STRONGLY  URGE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  FULLY  FUND 
THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  THE  AC&I  ACCOUNT. 

WHILE  I  CERTAINLY  HOPE  THAT  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  WILL  FUND  THE 
THE  COAST  GUARD  AT  THE  HIGHEST  POSSIBLE  LEVELS,  I  ALSO  WANT  TO 
TAKE  ANOTHER  FEW  SECONDS  TO  HIGHLIGHT  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  PROVIDING 
ADEQUATE  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD'S  OPERATING  EXPENSE  ACCOUNT. 
ADMIRAL  KIME  AND  THE  COAST  GUARD  HAVE  TRIMMED  SOME  1100  COAST 
GUARD  PERSONNEL  AND  MANY  OPERATING  FACILITIES.   MANY  OF  THOSE 
CUTS  HAVE  BEEN  CONTROVERSIAL  — PARTICULARLY  THE  CLOSING  OF  SEARCH 
AND  RESCUE  STATIONS  AND  VESSEL  DOCUMENTATION  OFFICES —  AND  I  WANT 
TO  WORK  WITH  MY  COLLEAGUES  AND  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO  ADDRESS  ANY 
PROBLEMS.    BUT  I  SHARE  THE  ADMIRAL'S  CONCERN  THAT  FURTHER 
REDUCTIONS  TO  THE  OPERATING  EXPENSE  ACCOUNT  COULD  IMPAIR 
IMPORTANT  COAST  GUARD  SERVICES.   THE  PRESIDENT,  THE  MERCHANT 
MARINE  COMMITTEE  AND  EVEN  THE  HOUSE  BUDGET  COMMITTEE  HAVE  AGREED 
THAT  THE  COAST  GUARD'S  OPERATING  EXPENSE  ACCOUNT  SHOULD  BE  SET  AT 
ABOUT  $2.6  BILLION  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995.   I  HOPE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
WILL  SUPPORT  THIS  CONSENSUS  AND  FULLY  FUND  THE  OPERATING  EXPENSE 
ACCOUNT. 

LET  ME  JUST  SAY,  IN  CLOSING,  THAT  THE  DEMAND  FOR  COAST  GUARD 
SERVICES  IS  GOING  UP  NOT  DOWN.   THE  COAST  GUARD  MUST  PERFORM 
FUNCTIONS  RELATING  TO  MARINE  SAFETY,  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION, 
LAW  ENFORCEMENT,  NATURAL  DISASTER  RESPONSE,  PORT  SAFETY,  AND 
NATIONAL  SECURITY,  IN  ADDITION  TO  SUCH  ONGOING  TRADITIONAL 
MISSIONS  AS  SEARCH  AND  RESCUE  AND  ICE  OPERATIONS.   WE  IN  CONGRESS 
HAVE  BEEN  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  PLACING  MOST  OF  THESE  NEW  BURDENS  ON 
THE  COAST  GUARD.   WE  NEED  TO  FUND  THE  COAST  GUARD  AT  A  LEVEL  THAT 
IS  COMMENSURATE  WITH  THE  TASKS  WE  HAVE  ASSIGNED  THEM. 
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IN  MY  DISTRICT  AND  THROUGHOUT  SOUTH  JERSEY,  MANY  OF  THE 
PEOPLE  ARE  INVOLVED  WITH  FISHING,  CLAMMING  AND  BOATING  GENERALLY. 
SOME  USE  BOATS  FOR  THEIR  LIVELIHOOD  AND  SOME  FOR  RECREATION.   BUT 
THEY  ARE  ALL  DEPENDENT  UPON  THE  COAST  GUARD  TO  HELP  THEM  IF 
SOMETHING  SHOULD  GO  WRONG.   I  KNOW  AND  THEY  KNOW  THAT  THE  COAST 
GUARD  HAS  DONE  A  FINE  JOB  SAVING  AND  PROTECTING  LIVES  IN  SOUTH 
JERSEY  AND  THROUGHOUT  THE  NATION.   BUT  THE  COAST  GUARD  MUST  HAVE 
ENOUGH  MONEY  TO  CONTINUE  ITS  GOOD  WORK.   I  STRONGLY  URGE  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  ENSURE  THAT  THE  COAST  GUARD  CAN  CONTINUE  TO 
PERFORM  AT  AN  ADEQUATE  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE.   PROVIDING  FULL  FUNDING 
FOR  AC&I,  AS  WELL  AS  OPERATING  EXPENSES,  WILL  GO  A  LONG  WAY 
TOWARD  ACHIEVING  THAT  GOAL. 

I  THANK  THE  DISTINGUISHED  CHAIRMAN,  RANKING  MEMBER,  AND 
OTHER  SUBCOMMITTEE  MEMBERS  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO  TESTIFY. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we,  in  theory,  agree  with  you. 

The  problem  is  that  the  President  now  twice  has  requested  more 
money  than  he  also  requests  in  terms  of  available  funding.  So  we 
have  a  shortfall.  He  has  requested  full  funding  of  ISTEA  and  was 
going  to  request  some  rescissions  to  pay  for  it,  and  then  he  got  cold 
feet  and  backed  away  from  requesting  the  rescissions  so  we  have 
us  a  nice  $400  million  problem.  If  we  take  it  out  of  capital,  then 
we  have  these  capital  accounts,  and  AC&I,  of  course,  is  one  of 
them,  to  make  the  adjustment. 

We  also  have  a  President  which  requested  a  $200  million  cut  in 
transit  subsidies  so  we  have  to  wrestle  with  that  one.  We  have  a 
tough  problem,  and  I  know  that  you  know  that. 

We  would  love  to  help  the  Coast  Guard  out.  They  have  been  un- 
derfunded for  many  years,  and  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Bill,  for  taking  the  time  to  come. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  understand  the  dilemma  that  you  find  yourselves 
in.  But  I  can  give  you  some  specific  instances  where  we  have  lost 
lives  in  my  district  because  of  equipment  failure.  And  we  just  com- 
missioned a  new  47-foot  lifeboat,  and  it  is  to  replace  the  aging  fleet, 
and  it  is  exactly  what  we  need  to  do. 

And  there  is  no  free  lunch  in  this  business.  The  more  we  take 
it  out  of  the  acquisition  account,  the  more  difficult  it  is  going  to  be- 
come for  them  to  do  their  mission,  and  it  is  at  a  critical  stage  for 
them. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  you  point  out  how  dire  some  of  these  decisions 
can  be.  We  have  more  requests  than  we  have  money. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr,  Wolf.  Would  it  make  sense.  Bill,  to  take  money  out  of  drug 
interdiction  and  put  it  over  there?  It  seems  that  the  Coast  Guard's 
mission  has  been  altered  so  much  over  the  last  15  years. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Virginia 
I  think  that  would  be  a  mistake  also.  Certainly,  the  Foreign  Coop- 
erative Investigative  Program,  the  program  that  attempts  to  con- 
tain this  contraband  in  source  countries  is  extremely  important. 
And  the  Coast  Guard  is  the  first  line  of  defense. 

And  so  in  answer  to  your  question,  no,  it  would  not  make  sense 
to  do  that.  We  need  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  choke  points  of  the 
Caribbean.  The  Coast  Guard  is  the  first  line  of  defense.  They  have 
had  to  cut  back  because  of  cutbacks  in  funds  in  some  of  those  oper- 
ations in  the  past  years.  That  is  being  penny  wise  and  pound  fool- 
ish, just  like  it  is  penny  wise  and  found  foolish  to  have  to  maintain 
vessels  that  are  falling  apart,  and  that  is  precisely  where  we  are. 

Thank  you. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
AMSTUTZ  EXPRESSWAY 

WITNESS 

HON.   JOHN   EDWARD   PORTER,   A  REPRESENTATIVE    IN   CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  next  witness  will  be  our  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  my  neighboring  State  and  also  a  colleague  on  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee.  Welcome,  Congressman  Porter. 

Mr.  Porter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  the  good 
job  that  you  do  on  this  subcommittee,  and  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  opportunity  to  testify. 

I  am  here  to  request  funding  for  an  engineering  study  for  the 
final  two-mile  segment  of  the  Amstutz  Expressway  in  Lake  County, 
Illinois. 

Lake  County  is  seeking  an  appropriation  of  $5  million  to  fund  an 
engineering  study  to  enable  it  to  use  a  new  alignment  and  redevel- 
opment plan  for  the  middle  segment  of  the  Amstutz  Expressway 
which  connects  the  communities  along  Lake  Michigan  north  of  Chi- 
cago. 

The  construction  of  the  Expressway  has  been  funded  to  date  by 
the  Illinois  Department  of  Transportation.  This  construction  in- 
cludes the  portion  at  the  main  entrance  of  the  Great  Lakes  Naval 
Training  Base,  which  is  at  the  south  end  of  the  expressway,  and 
the  work  at  the  north  end  in  the  city  of  Waukegan,  which  totals 
60  million.  The  final  segment  to  be  completed  is  the  two-mile  sec- 
tion in  the  middle. 

Many  years  ago,  IDOT,  Illinois  Department  of  Trsinsportation, 
sponsored  a  study  that  determined  the  appropriate  alignment  for 
the  middle  segment  of  the  highway,  given  the  projections  of  use 
available  at  that  time.  However,  since  that  study  was  done,  the 
projected  growth  of  industrial  and  commercial  use  of  the  express- 
way has  expanded  significantly,  and  the  pending  expansion  of  the 
Great  Lakes  Naval  Training  Center  would  overwhelm  this  roadway 
system. 

And  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  this  connects 
with  Great  Lakes.  Great  Lakes  is  going  to  be  the  sole  naval  facility 
in  the  United  States  and  is  going  to  expand  greatly  over  the  next 
four  or  five  years.  Therefore,  Lake  County,  the  cities  of  north  Chi- 
cago and  Waukegan  and  the  IDOT  jointly  funded  a  feasibility  and 
economic  study  of  a  new  alignment  that  uses  Sheridan  Road,  com- 
bined with  urban  redevelopment  of  that  corridor.  This  study  has 
been  completed,  and  all  governing  bodies  endorse  this  new  align- 
ment and  redevelopment  program. 

In  addition,  the  preliminary  estimates  indicate  that  the  new 
alignment  will  cost  between  $20  million  and  $25  million  less  to 
construct  than  the  original  alignment.  A  new  engineering  study  is 
required  to  enable  the  proposed  Sheridan  Road  alignment  to  be 
used. 

This  project  is  vital  to  the  economic  redevelopment  of  the  older 
portions  of  these  Lake  County  cities  along  the  Lake  Michigan 
shoreline  and  will  spur  new  development.  The  expressway  will  alle- 
viate traffic  gridlock  and  facilitate  an  efficient  bus  transit  service. 
The  bulk  of  the  funds  necessary  for  this  project  have  already  been 
expended  or  committed  by  the  State  and,  as  a  result,  only  a  rel- 
atively small  amount  of  Federal  funding  is  requested. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  aware  of  the  May  15th  deadline  for  the  sub- 
committee's criteria,  and  the  information  will  be  forthcoming.  I  un- 
derstand the  difficult  budgetary  constraints  facing  your  subcommit- 
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tee,  but  I  hope  that  you  will  look  favorably  on  my  request  which 
I  believe  is  highly  meritorious. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  We  will  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
and  will  see  what  we  can  do  to  work  on  your  project. 

Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
OfflO  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TED  STRICKLAND,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Carr.  The  next  testimony  is  from  our  friend  Ted  Strickland, 
the  Congressman  from  Ohio.  We  like  to  say  southern  Michigan. 

Mr.  Strickland.  No  argument. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee  for  al- 
lowing me  to  testify  in  order  to  describe  the  funding  needs  for  Na- 
tional Highway  System  projects  in  southeastern  Ohio. 

I  want  to  take  a  moment,  if  I  can,  to  describe  the  region  that  I 
represent  and  the  importance  of  infrastructure  development  in  this 
region.  Each  of  the  highway  projects  I  have  submitted  for  author- 
ization and  appropriation  consideration  have  far  reaching  con- 
sequences for  my  district,  the  region  and  national  travel. 

The  Ohio  6th  Congressional  District  is  made  up  of  14  counties 
stretching  from  east  of  Cincinnati  and  south  of  Columbus  to  the 
Kentucky  and  West  Virginian  borders.  Twelve  of  these  14  counties 
have  been  designated  by  the  Federal  government  as  part  of  the  Ap- 
palachian Region.  This  part  of  the  country  has  been  identified  by 
a  high  poverty  rate,  chronic  unemplojrment,  deficient  or  nonexist- 
ent infrastructure  and  a  structurally  weak  economy. 

Smokestack  industries  of  the  past  are  disappearing,  mining  in 
southern  Ohio  has  been  severely  impacted  by  competition  and  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  and  prospects  for  new  employers  in  the  region  are 
dim.  I  recently  found  myself  defending  the  Piketon  Uranium  En- 
richment Plant,  the  largest  employer  in  my  district,  employing 
2,600  workers. 

So  where  do  these  facts  leave  us  in  the  6th  Congressional  Dis- 
trict of  Ohio?  They  ought  to  leave  us  looking  towards  the  future. 
Southern  Ohio  is  not  without  resources.  It  has  an  abundance  of 
natural  resources  including  the  Wayne  National  Forest  and  the 
Ohio  River.  In  my  district  alone,  there  are  seven  institutions  of 
higher  education  including  Ohio  University  and  many  other  out- 
standing educational  institutions. 

All  of  these  elements  which  make  up  southern  Ohio  bring  me  to 
why  I  am  here  before  you  today.  This  part  of  the  country  will  con- 
tinue to  be  left  behind  economically  as  long  as  its  infrastructure  re- 
mains undeveloped.  New  businesses  have  little  incentive  to  set  up 
shop  without  easy  access  to  a  transportation  system.  Tourism,  an 
industry  which  offers  great  promise  for  the  region,  will  be  limited 
without  a  developed  infrastructure.  The  existing  road  system  in  our 
district  is  made  up  largely  of  winding,  single-lane  Routes  with 
truck  traffic  fighting  its  way  through  the  region  to  outside  major 
cities. 
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Each  of  the  projects  I  am  seeking  authorization  and  appropria- 
tions for  are  proposed  within  the  National  Highway  System  and 
the  State  of  Ohio's  plans  for  developing  the  transportation  infra- 
structure of  this  region.  The  projects  are  intended  to  promote  eco- 
nomic development  and  enhance  safety.  They  include  or  connect 
Routes  recognized  under  the  proposed  National  Highway  System. 

These  projects  encompass  expansion  and  relocation  of  U.S.  Route 
35  from  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  to  Richmondale,  expansion  of  U.S.  Route 
50  from  Athens  to  Coolville,  replacement  and  expansion  of  the  U.S. 
Grant  Bridge  on  U.S.  23  to  Kentucky,  and  the  final  development 
of  the  Ravenswood  Connector  to  Pomeroy,  Ohio— from  Pomeroy, 
Ohio,  to  Ravenswood,  West  Virginia,  closing  a  gap  in  the  U.S.  33 
corridor  connecting  Columbus,  Ohio,  with  Interstate  77  at 
Ravenswood  and  providing  greater  accessibility  to  the  Ravenswood, 
Ohio,  River  Bridge. 

I  would  urge  the  subcommittee  to  give  the  Ravenswood  Connec- 
tor the  greatest  consideration  because  of  the  role  it  will  play  in  the 
development  of  that  entire  region.  Not  only  will  the  Ravenswood 
Connector  advance  economic  development  in  Ohio  and  West  Vir- 
ginia by  increasing  access  to  Columbus,  but  this  Route  will  also 
eventually  play  a  great  role  in  the  development  of  the  entire  south- 
em  Ohio  region  since  it  will  also  provide  access  to  the  proposed 
Interstate  74  corridor  crossing  southern  Ohio. 

While  I  am  not  seeking  a  funding  today  for  the  Interstate  73/74 
corridor,  I  cannot  overly  stress  the  importance  of  this  project  to  the 
long-term  development  of  the  region. 

The  funding  requirements  in  the  first  fiscal  year  for  each  of  these 
projects  are  as  follows:  The  Ravenswood  Connector  would  require 
an  initial  appropriation  of  $9.9  million  for  construction  of  the  first 
of  four  sections  of  the  road;  preliminary  engineering  for  the  U.S. 
Grant  Bridge  is  estimated  at  below  $2  million;  preliminary  engi- 
neering funds  needed  for  U.S.  Route  23  are  $5.5  million;  and  the 
total  Federal  fundings  for  the  two  sections  of  U.S.  Route  50  are  $14 
million  and  $11  million. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  make  three  points. 

First,  not  a  single  specific  funding  authorization  was  made  for 
the  region  I  represent  under  the  ISTEA  bill.  That  is  why  I  am  so 
appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  promote  projects  that 
were  overlooked  under  ISTEA. 

Second,  I  do  not  seek  appropriations  for  these  projects  without 
sound  justification.  Both  the  State  of  Ohio  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment have  recognized  the  importance  of  these  highway  projects  to 
the  development  of  the  region  by  including  them  in  their  transpor- 
tation network  plsms. 

Finally,  I  want  the  Members  of  this  committee  to  know  the  posi- 
tive economic  impact  that  these  projects  will  have  to  the  region. 
The  short-term  jobs  created  by  these  projects  are  urgently  needed 
by  the  communities  in  the  areas,  and  the  long-term  effects  of  the 
road  system  will  allow  southern  Ohio's  resources  to  be  inter- 
connected. The  system  will  help  improve  the  movement  of  goods 
and  services,  accessibility  of  the  region  to  tourists  and  the  ability 
of  businesses  to  consider  southern  Ohio  an  attractive  location  for 
economic  development. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify, 
and  I  would  appreciate  what  you  and  the  Members  of  this  commit- 
tee can  do  to  assist  in  these  projects.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  for  giving  us  advice  on  the  projects  of 
interest  in  your  area.  We  will  take  them  under  advisement  and  see 
what  we  can  do  to  help. 

Mr.  Strickland.  Thank  you,  sir. 


Thursday,  April  21,  1994. 
WESTERN  NEW  YORK  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   JACK  QUINN,   A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  QuiNN.  I  would  like  to  offer  a  little  bit  of  advice  on  the 
projects  of  my  district,  and  I  appreciate  your  taking  them  under  ad- 
visement. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  my  full  statement  along 
with  supporting  letters  from  my  district  but  briefly  will  outline  the 
beginning  of  a  region  and  a  community  which  is  fighting  back  from 
serious  economic  adversity,  a  community  and  a  region  which  has 
reached  a  crossroads  on  its  path  to  economic  rebirth. 

Buffalo,  New  York,  has  chosen  a  path  to  aggressively  improve 
and  modernize  itself  in  it  a  well-planned  and  cost-efiicient  manner. 

After  many  hard  years,  western  New  York  aspires  to  repair  and 
improve  its  infrastructure,  create  jobs,  reduce  high  unemplo3rment 
and  fully  utilize  our  status  as  an  international  gateway  to  Canada 
for  the  northeastern  United  States.  Trade  with  Canada  passing 
through  New  York's  borders  nearly  equals  the  dollar  volume  for  all 
trade  with  Mexico  at  our  Nation's  southern  border.  Almost  17  per- 
cent of  all  U.S.-North  American  trade  passes  through  western  New 
York. 

Buffalo  is  undertaking  a  large  public/private  redevelopment  that 
includes  our  inner  and  outer  harbors,  transit  system,  roads  and 
airport.  The  waterfront  development  alone  is  an  $825  million  en- 
deavor. 

As  part  of  this  development,  western  New  York,  including  the 
City  of  Buffalo  and  Erie  County,  have  five  demonstrations  projects 
to  be  authorized  by  the  National  Highway  System  legislation,  and 
I  enthusiastically  support  these  projects  for  funding  consideration 
by  this  subcommittee.  They  will  be  outlined  further,  Mr.  Chairman. 

They  include: 

The  airport  access  improvement  roadway  in  the  Town  of 
Cheektowaga,  New  York,  which  is  on  the  year  2010  transportation 
plan. 

Crossroads  Station  in  the  city  of  Buffalo.  As  part  of  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Buffalo  waterfront  a  partnership  among  our  State  and 
local  governments  has  been  formed  to  build  a  new  20,000  seat  en- 
tertainment and  sports  arena  that  will  become  home  to  the  NHL 
Buffalo  Sabres. 

The  Lower  Main  Street  Bascule  Bridge  in  the  City  of  Buffalo, 
which  is  also  part  of  our  local  MPO  and  is  $31.5  million. 
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And  New  York  Route  277,  Union  Road  at  Losson  in 
Cheektowaga,  which  is  also  part  of  our  local  MPO. 

And,  lastly,  U.S.  Route  214  interchange  with  Armor  Duells  Road, 
Orchard  Park,  which  is  consistent  with  our  local  MPO. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman  I  will  have  descriptions  of  those 
projects,  as  I  am  sure  the  committee  staff  has,  but  the  point  I 
wanted  to  make  in  this  statement  and  to  make  personally  before 
you  is  that  New  York  State,  the  City  of  Buffalo,  Erie  County  and 
all  the  private  sector  resources  are  working  together  to  remake 
western  New  York.  These  projects  represent  a  piece  of  our  develop- 
ment puzzle  to  improve  our  airport,  roads  and  our  waterfront. 

I  also  want  to  submit  for  the  record  letters  of  support  by  our 
local  and  State  officials  in  support  of  these — all  projects.  They  are 
endorsed  by  our  County  Executive,  State  Transportation  Commis- 
sioner, and  the  waterfront  projects  enjoy  the  support  of  my  House 
colleagues  in  western  New  York,  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

New  York  State,  Erie  County,  the  City  of  Buffalo  and  the  private 
sector  have  already  contributed  great  amounts  of  money,  capital 
and  time  to  western  New  York's  redevelopment.  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant that  the  Federal  Government  contribute  to  this  regional  en- 
deavor, and  I  look  forward  to  working  you  with  and  Members  of 
the  committee  to  see  that  happen. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  thank  you  very  much  for  taking  the  time  to  come 
here  and  tell  us  of  your  constituents'  needs,  and  we  look  forward 
to  working  with  you. 

Mr.  QuiNN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  committee  will  be  adjourned. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Quinn  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BY  THE  HONORABLE  JACK  QUINN 

before  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Subconmittee 

Hearing  on  FY  95  Transportation  Appropriations 

April  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf: 

I  am  here  today  to  outline  the  begirming  of  a  region  and  a  community  which  is 
fighting  back  from  serious  economic  adversity.    A  community  and  a  region  which  has 
reached  a  crossroads  on  its  path  to  economic  rebirth.    Buffalo  has  chosen  a  path  to 
aggressively  improve  and  modernize  itself  in  a  well-planned  and  cost  efficient 
maimer. 

After  many  hard  years,  Western  New  York  aspires  to  repair  and  improve  its 
infrastructure,  create  jobs,  reduce  high  unemployment  and  fully  utilize  our  status  as 
an  international  gateway  to  Canada  for  the  Northeastern  United  States.  Trade  with 
Canada  passing  through  New  York's  borders  nearly  equals  the  dollar  volume  of  all 
trade  with  Mexico  at  our  nation's  southern  borders.  Almost  17%  of  all  U.S. -North 
American  trade  passes  through  Western  New  York. 

Buffalo  is  undertaking  a  large  public/private  redevelopment  that  includes  our 
inner  and  outer  harbors,  transit  system,  roads  and  airport.    The  waterfront 
development  alone  is  a  $825  million  endeavor.    As  part  of  this  development.  Western 
New  York  including  the  City  of  Buffalo  and  Erie  County  are  five  demonstration 
projects  to  be  authorized  the  National  Highway  System  legislation,  and  I 
enthusiastically  support  these  projects  for  funding  consideration  by  this  subcommittee. 

Airport  Access  Improvement  Roadway,  Cheektowaga: 

The  Niagara  Frontier  Transportation  Authority  is  implementing  a  $181.1 
million  airport  improvement  program  for  the  Greater  Buffalo  Airport.  These 
improvements  will  provide  the  community  with  quality  air  transportation  for  the  21st 
cenmry  and  develop  a  gateway  for  the  airport  that  complements  our  regional 
economic  development  objectives. 

Improving  vehicular  access  into  and  out  of  the  terminal  is  an  integral  part  of 
the  project.   80%  of  our  airport  traffic  comes  from  1  expressway  and  1  thru  street. 
An  improved  connection  between  the  expressway  and  the  airport  roadway  system  is 
needed  to  provide  the  necessary  link.    $13.6  million  is  requested  to  pursue  this 
project,  which  will  be  proposed  for  the  annual  element  of  our  transportation 
improvement  plan  next  month.    It  is  currently  on  our  MPO's  Year  2010 
Transportation  System  Plan. 

Crossroads  Station,  City  of  Buffalo: 

As  part  of  the  development  of  the  Buffalo  waterfront,  a  parmership  among  our 
state  and  local  governments  has  been  formed  to  build  a  new  20,000  seat  entertainment 
and  sports  arena  that  will  be  home  to  the  NHL  Buffalo  Sabres. 
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To  complement  the  new  arena  and  commercial  and  residential  development  of 
the  harbor,  a  transit  station  is  planned  to  serve  the  estimated  3  million  annual  visitors 
to  the  arena  and  waterfront  commercial  areas,  as  well  as  local  residents. 

The  station  will  also  provide  direct  access  to  expanded  intermodal 
transportation  opportunities  such  as  buses  and  water  taxis.    Over  $50  million  in 
private  resources  has  been  committed  to  the  new  arena  with  the  remainder  provided 
by  our  state  and  local  governments.    The  NFTA  requests  $9  million  for  the  station, 
which  is  part  of  our  long  range  transportation  improvement  program  plan. 

Lower  Main  Street  Bascule  Bridge,  City  of  Buffalo: 

Horizons  Waterfront  Commission,  a  state  commissioned  subsidiary  of  the  New 
York  State  Urban  Development  Commission,  is  leading  the  redevelopment  scheme  of 
Buffalo's  waterfront.    Horizons  master  development  plan,  which  was  released  last 
year,  ranks  with  the  best  in  the  world,  and  they  were  honored  here  in  Washington 
this  past  October. 

One  critical  element  in  the  development  plan  is  a  double  basculed  bridge  to 
link  downtown  Buffalo  and  the  new  inner  harbor  to  the  city's  outer  harbor.    This  will 
make  the  waterfront  as  accessible  as  possible  with  a  primary  objective-convenience. 
The  bridge  would  consist  of  two  bascule  spans,  with  a  fixed  span  over  Kelly  Island, 
an  industrial  peninsula  between  the  Buffalo  River  and  City  Ship  Canal.    The  basculed 
plan  was  regarded  as  the  most  cost-effective  solution  to  preserve  access  to  the 
navigation  channel  below.    The  bridge  will  be  designed  to  allow  for  two  lanes  of 
traffic,  a  breakdown  lane,  sidewalks  and  bike  path.   The  overall  cost  for  design, 
construction,  and  right-of-way  acquisition  is  $31.5  million  and  this  project  is 
supported  by  our  local  MPO. 

AT  RT.  277,  Union  Road  at  WilUam/Losson,  Cheektowaga: 

In  the  Town  of  Cheektowaga,  there  is  a  major  traffic  problem  which  has  been 
worsened  with  the  opening  of  a  nearby  New  York  State  Thruway  interchange. 
Cheektowaga  has  been  undergoing  heavy  development  over  the  past  few  years,  and 
the  Town  and  our  State  DOT  seek  to  reconstruct  a  major  intersection  involving  Route 
277,  Union  Road  with  William  and  Losson  Roads.   This  proposed  project  is  a 
principal  arterial  on  the  proposed  National  Highway  System. 

This  reconstruction  will  provide  efficient  traffic  movement  flow  and  reduce 
recurring  delays  and  accidents  in  this  overcrowded  intersection.   The  total  project  cost 
is  $4.8  million  and  it  is  included  as  part  of  the  constrained  Desirable  Long  Range 
Plan  for  our  local  MPO. 
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U.S.  RT.  219  Interchange  with  Armor  Duells  Road,  Orchard  Park: 

In  the  Town  of  Orchard  Park,  a  project  is  being  sought  by  the  Town  and  our 
State  DOT  to  construct  entrance  and  exit  ramps  for  Route  219  at  Armor  Duells  Road. 
This  access  will  alleviate  congestion  in  the  center  of  Orchard  Park,  where  northbound 
219  traffic  must  now  flow.  This  project  would  complete  the  interchange  at  a  total 
cost  of  $2.6  million.  Route  219  is  a  principal  arterial  expressway  and  is  considered  a 
high  priority  corridor  on  the  proposed  NHS.  It  is  also  consistent  with  the  constrained 
long  range  plan  for  our  local  MPO. 

Closing  statement: 

Mr.  Chairman,  New  York  state.  The  City  of  Buffalo,  and  Erie  County  and  our 
private  sector  resources  are  all  working  together  to  remake  Western  New  York. 
These  projects  represent  a  piece  of  our  development  puzzle  to  improve  our  airport, 
our  roads,  and  our  waterfront. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  some  letters  of  support  by  our  local  and 
state  officials  in  support  of  these  projects.    They  are  endorsed  by  our  County 
Executive  and  State  Transportation  Commissioner,  and  the  waterfront  projects  enjoy 
support  from  my  House  colleagues  in  Western  New  York.    New  York  State,  Erie 
County,  the  City  of  Buffalo,  and  the  private  sector  have  contributed  great  amounts  of 
capital  and  time  to  Western  New  York's  redevelopment.    I  think  is  important  that  the 
federal  government  contribute  to  this  regional  endeavor  with  international  benefits. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  will  discharge  and  the  House 
will  pass  the  NHS  legislation  prior  to  mark  up.    I  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  all  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  through  the  authorizing  and 
appropriating  process.    Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
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City  or  Buffalo 

OVVIUK  OV  TIIB  MAVon 


\NTHONY  M.  MASIELLO 

M/%TOH 

March  14.  1994 


Honorable  Jack  Quiiin 

United  Statos  Congress-SOlh  DiftLnct 

408  Main  Street 

Suit*  510 

Buffalo.  Now  York  14203 

Ro:  Waterfront  Improvements 

Dear  Congrosamaii-Qirffmr 

My  aclminietralion  is  in  support  of  your  ufforts  U)  sccurfi  Federal 
Domonstration  Funding  for  the  construction  of  a  lift  bridge  croHsing  of  the  yiJTalo 
Rivoi-  to  connect  the  imier  aud  outor  harbors.  Our  efforts  at  waterfront  development 
will  be  in  ])eril  if  we  do  not  have  adequate  transportation  access  U)  the  /irea 

I  was  ftent  to  lend  my  support  to  the  Niagara  Frontier  'Praixsportation 
Authority's  request  for  the  funding  of  the  relocation  of  the  new  auditwium  transit 
station  from  it«i  prpi»jent  location  to  the  now  Crossroads  Aieiia.  The  now  arena  will 
spur  additional  development  in  the  jowor  Main  Street  area,  and  1  feel  tliat  it  i.s 
oseentiol  that  the  area  bo  provided  with  a  convenient  tran-sit  station. 

1  look  forward  to  continuing  our  relationship  in  oblaining  needed  funding  for 
Buffsdo  and  the  rost  of  Erie  County.  If  1  can  offer  any  further  ap.f.intanco,  plcaso  du 
not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Anthony  M.  Masiello 
Mayor 


AMM/sa 
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JAN  9  8  fW 


County  of  Erie 

DENNIS  T.GORSKI 

COUNTY  EXECUTIVE 


PHONE:  716-8S8-8SaO 

January  12,  1994 


The  Honorable  Jack  Quinn 
United  States  Congressman 
331  Cannon  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Dear  Jack: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  three  essential  transportation 
projects  under  consideration  as  demonstration  projects,  to  be  funded  in 
full  by  the  federal  government,  via  legislation  authorizing  a  National 
Highway  System  (NHS) .  I  strongly  support  these  projects  to  alleviate 
bottlenecks  and  inadequate  highway  capacity. 

First  I  support  $4.9  million  in  funding  for  reconstructing  and 
improving  the  intersection  at  Route  277,  Union  Road  at  William  and 
Losson  Roads  in  the  Town  of  Cheektowaga.  The  intersection  has  a  ma: or 
traffic  capacity  problem,  which  has  been  exacerbated  by  the  opening  of 
the  nearS  William  Street  interchange  with  the  New  York  State  Thruway 
This  project  will  correct  the  traffic  capacity  problem  and  is  part  of 
the  Buffalo  area  long-range  transportation  plan. 

second  I  support  $2.6  million  in  funding  of  the  construction  of 
two  ramps  4t  the  Route  219  Interchange  with  Armor  Duells  Road  in  the 
Town  17  orchard  Park.  Currently,  only  ramps  exist  to  provide  northern 
access  to  the  Southern  Expressway;  this  project  would  Provide 
soSthlrly  ramps,  and  complete  the  interchange.  J^is  project  is  also 
consistent  with  the  Buffalo  area  long-range  transportation  plan. 

Finally,  I  support  $13.6  million  for  access  improvement  to 
greater  Buffalo  International  Airport.  The  access  improvement  would 
Ineviate  traffic  entering  the  airport  from  the  Kensington  Expressway 
and  eastbound  Genesee  Street.  The  improved  connection  is  needed 
between  the  public  eastbound  access  system  and  the  airport's  internal 
vehicle  circulation  system  to  enhance  the  airport's  entrance  and  exit 
capabilities. 
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Erie   County  very  much  needs  its  fair  share  of  federally  funded 
Highway  System  improvements,  and  these  projects  are  a  good  beginning. 

Sincerely, 


DTG/jmn 


DENNIS  T.  GORSKI 
County  Executive 
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jewN  C.  EfiAN 

CeMMliSlCNB* 


S'^ATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

DEPARTMENT  or  TRANSPORTATION 

ALBANY.  N.V.    12232 

GOvCRMON 


March  14,    1994 


Hon.  Nick  Joe  Rahall 
United  States  House 

of  Representative* 
Washington,  DC  2C51S 

Dear  Chairman  Rahall: 

I  have  recently  become  aware  of  two  important  transporration 
p-oiects  submitted  by  congressman  Jack  Quinn  to  your  Subcomira.tee 
f"or  inclusion  in  the  National  Highway  System  (NHS)  legislation   I 

;?L  ?o  add  my  support  for  these  vital  "^"^^P^^^f^^J'^  P^^^SftiU 
ask  the  Subcommittee  to  include  funding  for  them  m  the  NHS  bill. 

The  design  and  construction  of  a  new  Niagara  froji^ie^ 
Transportation  Authority  Crossroads  station  on  the  Buffalo  Light 
Rail  system  will  provide  a  new  station  to  serve  the  lower  Main 
Street  area,  including  the  new  Buffalo  Sports  and  Er^ertainment 
Complex  and  development  being  implemented  at  the  3^"^^^ 
waterfront.  This  $9.0  million  project  is  on  the  Buffalo 
metropolitan  area  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP) . 

An  improved  connection  from  the  Kensington  Expressway  and 
Genesee  Street  to  the  Greater  Buffalo  International  Airport  will 
mitigate  existing  capacity  deficiencies  and  improve  traffic 
circulation  between  the  public  roadways  and  airport  road  network 
This  project  is  an  important  part  of  the  overall  planned 
improvements  to  the  airport. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 

•-^John  C.  Sgan 
cc:   Congressman  Jack  Quinn 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
1-95  CORRIDOR  COALITION 

WITNESS 

EMIL    FRANKEL,    COMMISSIONER,    CONNECTICUT    DEPARTMENT    OF 
TRANSPORTATION  AND  VICE  CHAIR,  1-95  CORRIDOR  COALITION 

Mr.  Price  [presiding].  The  Subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  We 
will  begin  a  rather  full  day  of  hearings  with  public  witnesses  testi- 
fying on  various  aspects  of  our  transportation  system  and  the  fiscal 
year  1995  transportation  appropriations  bill. 

We  will  need  to  move  along  today  and  so,  as  a  courtesy  to  the 
many  who  want  to  appear  today,  we  will  ask  our  witnesses  to  limit 
their  oral  remarks  to  five  minutes.  We  will  be  happy  to  include  the 
full  text  of  testimony  in  the  record. 

We  will  begin  with  the  Commissioner  of  Connecticut's  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation,  Emil  Frankel,  who  will  testify  on  behalf  of 
the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition. 

Mr.  Frankel,  welcome  to  the  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very 
much. 

As  you  mentioned,  I  am  Emil  Frankel,  Commissioner  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  for  the  State  of  Connecticut,  but  I  am 
here  today  not  on  behalf  alone  for  Connecticut,  but  the  1-95  Cor- 
ridor Coalition,  of  which  I  am  one  of  two  vice  chairs. 

As  you  have  noted,  we  have  submitted  my  written  statement.  It 
is  before  you  along  with  certain  attachments  to  that  written  state- 
ment, including  the  business  plan  of  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition, 
and  a  paper  which  summarizes  the  Coalition's  program. 

I  will  not  read  my  remarks,  but  attempt,  in  the  interest  of  time, 
to  summarize  them. 

The  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  is  a  partnership  of  the  major  public 
and  private  transportation  agencies  which  serve  the  northeast  cor- 
ridor of  the  United  States.  The  1-95  corridor  was  recognized  as  one 
of  four  priority  corridors  in  ISTEA,  and  it,  of  course,  is  the  trans- 
portation spine  of  an  area  of  the  country,  probably  the  most  heav- 
ily, or  densely  urbanized  area  of  the  United  States,  in  which  ap- 
proximately 20  percent  of  the  Nation's  people  live,  and  includes 
major  metropolitan  areas  and  significant  ports,  and,  of  course,  air- 
ports. 

As  you  prepare  for  markup  of  the  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1995 
Transportation  Appropriations  Bill,  we  ask  for  your  strong  support 
for  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  and  for  our  five-year  program  to  im- 
plement IVHS.  We  need  continuing  support  if  this  program  is  to 
succeed  and  we  specifically  request  support  for  funding  of  the  1-95 
Corridor  Coalition  for  $12.5  million  in  ISTEA-IVHS  earmarks. 
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This  justification  for  the  funding,  as  I  noted,  appears  in  our  busi- 
ness plan  which  of  course  is  before  you.  That  $12.5  million  rep- 
resents only  a  small  fraction  of  the  approximately  $300  to  $400 
million  that  Coalition  member  agencies,  which  include  the  State 
transportation  agencies,  the  D.C.  Department  of  Public  Works, 
New  York  City  Department  of  Transportation,  as  well  as  all  the 
significant  toll  authorities  in  the  region,  all  of  us  will  be  spending 
on  an  annual  basis  $300  to  $400  million  in  IVHS  for  IVHS  pur- 
poses in  the  corridor,  of  which  about  40  percent  of  those  funds  are 
non-Federal.  They  are  State,  local  or  the  toll  authorities  funds 
themselves. 

So,  as  you  can  see,  this  $12.5  million  represents  merely  a  tiny 
portion  of  that  to  really  coordinate,  to  provide  the  glue  which  ties 
together  our  individual  programs. 

All  the  projects,  I  might  say,  which  were  identified  in  our  first 
year  business  plan  program,  the  fiscal  1993  funds,  are  underway 
or  will  soon  be  contracted.  Projects  using  fiscal  year  1994  funds  are 
defined  and  in  process,  and  projects  which  will  be  funded  from  this 
year's  earmarks  have  been  identified,  prioritized  and  budgeted. 

I  might  emphasize  that  our  program  is  multimodal  and  inter- 
modal  in  its  breadth,  and  deals  both  with  the  movement  of  pas- 
sengers and  freight  through  this  heavily  urbanized  area.  In  the 
northeast  corridor,  obviously,  transportation  is  critical  to  our  econ- 
omy and  the  Nation's  economy,  and  the  ability  to  move  both  people 
and  goods  to  and  from  our  ports  affects  international  trade  and  bal- 
ance of  pajonents  for  the  United  States. 

We  in  the  Coalition  are  working  hard  to  improve  our  environ- 
ment as  well.  Much  of  the  1-95  corridor  is  designated  nonattain- 
ment  for  ozone  purposes  and  we  believe  the  program  that  we  are 
undertaking  and  will  pursue  with  continuing  support  from  the  Con- 
gress, would  improve  air  quality  and  reduce  energy  consumption. 

Funding  for  the  Coalition  included  $10.5  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and 
just  under  $4  million  in  fiscal  year  1994.  Among  the  programs  and 
among  the  payoffs  in  coordinating  individual  efforts  is  our  fully 
operational  interagency  information  exchange  network,  which  will 
permit  real-time  coordination  of  transportation  operations  through- 
out the  northeastern  United  States,  immediate  and  coordinated  re- 
sponses to  major  accidents,  incidents,  severe  weather  conditions, 
and  other  emergency  situations,  24-hour-a-day  traveler  information 
on  a  real-time  basis  at  home,  office,  vehicle  or  in  other  major  loca- 
tions, plus  a  variety  of  other  customer  services  that  will  com- 
plement these  activities. 

As  you  can  see,  these  are  all  designed  to  emphasize  and  assure 
mobility,  which  is  at  the  heart  of  the  economic  renewal  of  the 
northeastern  United  States. 

We  believe  that  the  funds  that  we  are  seeking  for  fiscal  year 
1995  for  the  Corridor  Coalition  will  allow  the  program  to  proceed 
on  schedule  and  ensure  that  the  1-95  corridor  becomes  a  show 
place  for  the  21st  Century's  IVHS  technology. 

As  Secretary  Pena  recently  noted  in  addressing  the  IVHS  Amer- 
ica annual  meeting,  the  1-95  northeast  Corridor  Coalition  is  the 
furthest  along  in  its  work,  having  completed  its  business  plan  and 
will  serve  as  a  prototype  for  the  future. 
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We  urge  the  subcommittee  to  continue  its  leadership  by  provid- 
ing adequate  financial  support  for  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  on  behalf  of  the  almost 
30  agencies  involved  in  the  Coalition  to  present  our  case,  if  you 
will,  to  you.  And  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions that  you  might  pose. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Emil  Frankel  follows:] 


230 

STATEMENT  OF 
EMIL  FRANKEL 

COMMISSIONER 
CONNECTICUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

ON  BEHALF  OF 

THE  1-95  CORRIDOR  COALITION 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  25,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Emil  Frankel,  Commissioner  of 
Transportation  for  the  State  of  Connecticut.  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  1-95  Corridor 
Coalition  of  which  I  am  vice-chair.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  in  support  of 
IVHS  funding  in  general  and  in  particular,  to  support  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  which 
represents  the  largest  of  the  four  national  priority  corridors  designated  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration. 

As  you  know,  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  is  a  partnership  of  the  major  public  and 
private  transportation  agencies  which  serve  the  Northeast  Corridor  of  the  United  States.  The 
mission  of  the  Coalition  is  to:  "Work  cooperatively  to  improve  mobility,  safety,  environmental 
quality  and  efficiency  of  interregional  travel  in  the  Northeast  through  real-time 
communication  and  operational  management  of  the  transportation  system.  In  doing  so,  the 
Coalition  will  seek  to  establish  an  economically  beneficial,  multi-modal  framework  for  early 
implementation  of  appropriate  IVHS  technology." 

As  you  prepare  for  mark-up  on  the  FY  1995  Transportation  Appropriations  bill,  we 
ask  for  your  strong  support  for  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  and  its  five  year  program  to 
implement  the  Nation's  most  comprehensive  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System  (IVHS).  We 
need  your  continuing  support  this  year  if  we  are  to  see  the  program  succeed.  We  specifically 
request  your  support  for  funding  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  for  $12.5  million  in  ISTEA,  IVHS 
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earmarks.  The  justification  for  this  funding  level  is  found  in  the  Coalition's  Business  Plan 
which  I  am  submitting  to  the  Subcommittee  in  conjunction  with  this  statement. 

The  $12.5  million  that  we  are  requesting  represents  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  $300- 
400  million  that  Coalition  member  agencies  are  spending  annually  on  FVHS  programs  within 
their  individual  jurisdictions.  However,  the  Coalition  funds  provide  for  the  integration  and 
coordination  of  the  indi\'idual  efforts  into  a  comprehensive  interregional  system  which  ignores 
jurisdictional  boundaries  and  achieves  maximum  effectiveness.  In  essence,  the  Coalition 
provides  the  "glue"  which  ties  our  agencies  together  to  foster  a  single  transportation 
system. 

With  regard  to  our  Business  Plan,  I  was  pleased  to  note  that  on  April  18th,  when 
Secretary  Peiia  addressed  the  FVHS  America  annual  meeting,  he  praised  the  work  of  the 
Coalition.  The  secretary  stated;  "The  1-95  Northeast  Corridor  Coalition  is  the  furthest  along 
in  its  work  -  having  completed  its  Business  Plan  -  and  will  serve  as  a  prototype  for  the 
future."  For  your  information,  we  are  currently  updating  our  Business  Plan,  which  was 
issued  last  May,  and  plan  to  update  the  Business  Plan  annually  in  the  future. 

You  should  also  be  aware  that  all  projects  using  FY  1993  funds  are  underway  or  will 
soon  be  contracted;  projects  using  the  FY  1994  funds  are  defined  and  in  process  and  projects 
which  will  be  funded  fi-om  this  year's  earmarks  have  been  identified,  prioritized  and 
budgeted.  All  projects  are  part  of  the  previously  approved  5-year  Business  Plan.  The  FY 
1995  program  is  also  being  submitted  with  my  testimony. 

The  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  represents  a  unique  opportunity  to  improve  greatly 
transportation  efficiency  in  the  most  heavily  traveled  corridor  in  our  Nation.  Those  of  us 
responsible  for  providing  transportation  services  realize  that  FVHS  requires  regional 
teamwork,  in  order  to  achieve  the  concept  of  "seamless  borders"  across  our  jurisdictions.  It 
is  through  the  Coalition  that  we  have  found  an  effective  mechanism  to  coordinate  the 
activities  of  over  30  Northeast  Corridor  public  and  private  entities  with  those  of  the  Federal 
government.  We  have  made  tremendous  progress  since  we  were  formed  almost  two  years  ago 
but  without  the  full  support  of  the  Federal  government,  we  will  be  severely  limited. 

Our  program  is  multi-modal  and  intermodal  in  its  breadth  and  deals  with  both  the 
movement  of  passengers  and  freight.  In  the  Northeast  Corridor,  transportation  is  critical  to 
our  economy  and  the  ability  to  move  both  people  and  goods  to  and  from  our  ports  effects  our 
international  trade  and  balance  of  payments  as  well. 
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We  in  the  Coalition  are  working  hard  to  improve  our  environment  as  well.  Much  of 
the  1-95  Corridor  is  a  designated  non-attainment  area.  The  program  we  have  developed  will 
improve  air  quality  and  reduce  energy  consumption  by  minimizing  congestion  and  providing 
the  users  the  information  they  need  to  choose  the  most  efficient  mode  and  the  time  to  travel. 
The  program  is  particularly  beneficial  to  commercial  truckers  who  move  the  majority  of 
manufactured  goods  in  the  region. 

Funding  for  the  Coahtion  included  $10.5M  in  FY  93  and  $3.75M  in  FY  94.  ($1.0M 
from  earmarks  and  $2.75  in  discretionary  funds).  The  reduced  funding  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  will  cause  us  to  modify  our  program.  However,  we  are  making  every  effort  to  continue 
the  momentum  that  we  have  built  up  since  we  will  soon  be  seeing  major  payoffs  from  our 
early  efforts.  These  payoffs  include:  a  fully  operational  interagency  information  exchange 
network  which  will  permit  real-time  coordination  of  transportation  operations  throughout  the 
Corridor;  immediate  and  coordinated  responses  to  major  accidents,  incidents,  severe  weather 
conditions,  and  other  emergency  situations;  twenty-four  hour  a  day  traveller  information  on 
a  real-time  basis  at  your  home,  office,  vehicle  or  in  other  major  locations;  plus  a  variety  of 
other  "customer"  services  that  will  complement  these  activities. 

We  believe  that  $12. 5M  for  FY  95  will  allow  the  program  to  proceed  on  schedule  and 
ensure  that  the  1-95  Corridor  becomes  a  showplace  for  21st  Century  FVHS  technology.  Our 
program  is  totally  coordinated  with  IVHS  programs  throughout  the  Northeast  Corridor  and 
consistent  with  the  Federal  FVHS  program. 

We  urge  the  Federal  government  to  continue  its  participation  in  this 
Federal/Regional/State  partnership  to  improve  intercity-passenger  and  freight  transportation 
throughout  the  Northeast  Corridor.  This  Subcommittee  has  recognized  the  critical  role  of 
FVHS  programs  in  our  transportation  system,  and  we  are  extremely  grateful  for 
Congressional  support  of  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition.  We  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  continue 
its  leadership  by  providing  adequate  financial  support. 

As  part  of  my  submission  to  the  Subcommittee,  and  in  addition  to  the  Business  Plan, 
I  am  enclosing  a  paper  which  summarizes  the  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  and  its  program.  It 
provides  a  summary  of  some  of  our  major  accomplishments  in  our  first  full  year  of  operation. 

Once  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  behalf  of  the  1-95 
Corridor  Coalition,  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  address  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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1-95  COmiDOR 
COAUTKM 


Preliminary  Program  FY  95  (Year  3) 


1                                                                                                                                               ' 

i  Project  Number/Name                                   Cost          Comments/Purpose 

\    1.     Information  Exchange  Network            $1,250,000  1  Funding  required  to  complete 

(Partial  Funding  to  Complete)                                     project.                                              i 

!    3.     Surveillance  Requirements  Tech.            2,100.000 
Operational  Tests 

Initiate  operational  tests  and 
deployment. 

4.      Commeraal  Vehicle  System                     2.000.000     Design  and  conduct  CVO 
Operational  Test                                                            operational  test. 

5.     Public/Pnvate  Sector  Outreach                   100.000  i  Continue  outreach  activities. 

7.     Contractor  Support  Services              j      1.000.000  !  Continuation  of  Consultant 

i                        1  support.                                             ] 

:    8.     Traveller  Information  System                  2.100.000     Initiate  operational  tests  and        i 
!           Operational  Tests/Deployment                                     deployment.                                      i 

I                     ■                                                   I                        '                                                             1 
9.     Coordinated  VMS/HAR  System                  500.000  i  Continue  operational  tests  and 

Operational  Tests/Deployment          |                        i  deployment.                                      1 

i                                                                        '                        '                                                             ■ 
1  10.    Communications  Infrastructure        i         500,000  i  Requirements  analysis  of  long 

Feasibility  and  Requirements                                      term  communications  needs 

and  technology. 

11.     Technology  Exchange  and                           250.000     Expand  skill  base  of  Corridor 
Trainins                                                                              members  and  leverage 

knowledge/lessons  learned. 

12.    Intermodal  Outreach  -  Extended       j      2,000.000     Tie  into  rail.  air.  transit  and 

Information  Exchange  Network  to    ;                        '  intermodal  systems.                        j 
other  Modes                                         ! 

1 

15.    Corridor-wide  AVT/ETTM                   i         700.000     Determine  corridor-wide                : 

Feasibility                                               |                            opportunities.                                     | 

TOTAL                                                              12.500.000 
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SUBMITTED  TO: 
The  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 


1-95  CORRIDOR  COALITION: 

Advancing  Intermodal  IVHS  in  a  Complex  Institutional  Context 


The  Northeast  Corridor  is  arguably  the  most  complex  and  most  burdened  transportation  network 
in  the  United  States.  Unlike  other  highly  travelled  corridors  of  the  country  which  are  contained 
in  just  a  few  states,  or  even  within  one  state,  within  the  Northeast  Corridor  are  more  than  twenty- 
five  organizations  responsible  for  Interstate  highways  and  major  toll  roads.  To  initiate  the 
coordination  of  transportation  service  across  jurisdictional  lines,  the  major  transportation  agencies 
in  the  Northeast  have  joined  together  to  form  the  I-9S  Corridor  Coalition.  The  vision  of  the 
Coalition  is  for  the  providers  of  transportation  services  along  the  Northeast  Corridor  —  14 
State/Local  DOT's  and  14  Toll  Authorities  from  Richmond,  Virginia  to  Portland,  Maine  -  to 
establish  the  necessary  real-time  communication  links  so  that  collectively  —  as  individual  entities 
and  as  a  coordinated  team  —  they  might  operate  their  part  of  the  system  on  a  real-time  basis  using 
IVHS  technology  for  the  benefit  of  their  travel  customers  in  the  corridor.  To  help  achieve  this 
vision,  a  S-year  Business  Plan  has  been  developed,  including  21  projects  which  define  the 
framework  by  which  the  individual  agency  programs  will  be  linked.  It  is  expected  that  each 
member  agency  will  continue  its  IVHS  development.  In  fact,  less  than  4%  of  the  total  IVHS 
expenditures  in  the  Northeast  will  come  from  the  Coalition.  Rather,  these  are  corridor-wide 
projects  which  no  single  agency  would  initiate  on  their  own,  or  interregional  activities  which  are 
best  accomplished  by  pooling  resources. 


The  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  is  a  partnership  of 
the  major  public  and  private  transportation 
agencies  which  serve  the  Northeast  Corridor 
of  the  United  States.  The  mission  of  the 
Coalition  is  to: 

"Work  cooperatively  to  improve  mobility, 
safety,  environmental  quality  and  efficiency  of 
interregional  travel  in  the  Northeast  through 
real-time  communication  and  operational 
management  of  the  transportation  system.  In 
doing  so,  the  Coalition  will  seek  to  establish 
an  economically  beneficial,  multi-modal 
framework  for  early  implementation  of 
appropriate  IVHS  technology." 

The  Northeast  Corridor  is  arguably  the  most 
complex  and  most  burdened  transportation 
network  in  the  United  States.  With  over  50 
million  in  population,  the  Northeast  Corridor 
is  served  by  13  major  airports,  over  2  dozen 


major  rail  stations,  and  11  major  sea  ports. 
The  highway  system  consists  of  approximately 
7,000  miles  of  Interstate  and  22,500  miles  of 
principal  arterials  and  expressways/freeways 
(See  Figure  1).  Nearly  250  billion  vehicle 
miles  of  travel  on  Interstate  highways  and 
principal  arterials  help  to  contribute  to  the 
status  of  eight  metropolitan  areas  as  non- 
attainment  for  ozone. 

While  transportation  professionals  in  the 
Northeast  are  used  to  handling  complex 
transportation  issues,  the  corridor  is 
fragmented  in  terms  of  political  boundaries 
and  agency  jurisdictions.  For  example,  unlike 
other  highly  travelled  corridors  of  the  country 
which  are  contained  in  just  a  few  states,  or 
even  within  one  state,  within  the  1-95  Corridor 
are  more  than  twenty-five  organizations 
responsible  for  Interstate  highways  and  major 
toll  roads. 
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Among  the  primary  modes  of  transportation  ~ 
air,  rail,  and  highways  -  it's  probably  fair  to 
say  that  aside  from  a  few  of  the  toll 
authorities,  highway  providers  have  been  the 
least  active  in  terms  of  real  time 
communication  and  coordinated  intervention  in 
system  operations.  However,  the  technology 
is  emerging  to  facilitate  significant 
breakthroughs  that  will  enable  highway 
agencies  to  better  relate  and  communicate  with 
one  another,  with  sister  modes,  and  most 
importantly  with  customers,  who  have  a  thirst 
for  information  about  what  is  happening  right 
now  on  the  whole  system.  Customers  want 
information  on  the  performance  of  the  system 
as  it  might  affect  them,  and  what  their  options 
may  be  to  cope  with  both  systemic  and 
unexpected  interruptions  in  service. 

Individual  coalition  members  have  succeeded 
in  planning,  financing  and  constructing  a 


Figure  1.  The  Nonheasi  Corridor  —  home  to  the 
Nation 's  business,  recreational,  and  residential  needs. 


breathtaking  web  of  interconnected 
transportation  facilities  ~  and  some,  especially 
toll  authorities,  have  already  established  a 
tradition  of  communicating  with  customers  on 
a  real  time  basis.  But  in  past  years  individual 
agencies  have  largely  confined  their  purview 
to  what  they  individually  own,  finance,  and 
maintain,  without  a  holistic,  customer-oriented 
perspective. 

The  major  transportation  agencies  in  the 
Northeast  have  joined  together  to  form  the  I- 
95  Corridor  Coalition.  Included  in  the 
Coalition  are  each  of  the  12  DOT's  in  the 
Corridor  stretching  from  Maine  to  Virginia, 
12  toll  authorities  that  operate  major  facilities 
within  the  corridor,  the  transportation 
departments  of  Washington  D.C.  and  New 
York  City. 

The  Federal  role  is  strong,  with  USDOT 
representation  consisting  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  Federal 
Railroad  Administration,  Federal  Transit 
Administration,  and  the  USDOT  Office  of 
Intermodalism  (the  role  of  FHWA  in  assisting 
the  Coalition  to  form  and  get  going  cannot  be 
overstated).  The  Coalition  also  includes 
AMTRAK,  TRANSCOM,  the  ATA 
Foundation,  the  National  Private  Truck 
Council,  the  AAA  Foundation  for  Safety, 
IVHS  America,  and  the  American  Bus 
Association. 

The  vision  for  the  coalition  is  really  fairly 
simple,  though  the  implications  will  be  far- 
reaching  and  the  challenges  along  the  way 
may  be  difficult  and  complex.  The  vision  is 
for  the  providers  of  transportation  services 
along  the  1-95  Corridor  -  from  Richmond, 
Virginia  to  Portland,  Maine  -  to  establish  the 
necessary  communication  links  so  that 
collectively  -  as  individual  entities  and  as  a 
coordinated  team  -  they  might  operate  their 
part  of  the  system  for  the  benefit  of  their 
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travel  customers  whose  piece  of  the  total 
market  might  extend  well  beyond  individual 
boundaries.  The  vision  is  customer  driven,  it 
is  focused  on  communication  with  customers 
and  with  each  other,  and  it  emphasizes  the 
idea  that  the  Coalition  members  must 
intervene  in  a  coordinated  way  in  the  real-time 
operation  of  their  part  of  the  total  system. 

To  help  realize  this  vision,  the  Coalition 
established  an  organization  which  is  managed 
by  an  Executive  Board  and  a  Steering 
Committee,  with  specific  tasks  performed  by 
working  groups  (see  Figure  2). 


In   two   years,    the   Coalition   has   achieved 
several  major  milestones: 

•  FHWA  provided  initial  staffing  support 
and  federally  funded  "seed"  money  in 
1993  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the 
Coalition  on  its  feet  by  providing  for 
staffing/consultant  resources,  and  assisting 
in  the  definition  of  mission,  objectives  and 
the  business  plan.  Consultant  proposals 
were  requested,  and  a  joint-venture 
between  Parsons  Brinkerhoff-Farradyne- 
JHK  &  Associates,  called  the  1-95 
Northeast  Consultants  was  selected. 


The  Executive  Board  is  comprised  of  the 
Chief  Administrative  Officers  of  the  member 
agencies  while  the  Steering  Committee  is 
made  up  of  senior  technical  and  policy  staff 
persons  from  each  agency.  Working  groups 
are  built  around  key  staff,  having  appropriate 
responsibility  and  experience  in  focus  areas 
such  as  incident  management,  internal 
communications,  functional  needs, 
privatization,  and  organizational  issues.  In 
addition,  a  highly  competent  team  of 
consultants  has  been  retained,  to  provide 
further  technical  depth  as  well  as  assist  with 
the  every-day  activities  of  the  Coalition. 
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Figure  2.  1-95  Coalition  Organization  Structure 


•  TRANSCOM  is  serving  as  the  first  phase 
communications  center  for  the  Corridor. 
The  member  agencies  have  already 
benefitted  from  the  process  by  which 
operating  agencies  share  information  on 
severe  incidents  and  weather  emergencies 
which  have  an  interregional  effect  on 
transportation. 

•  Four  working  groups  were  established  and 
have  been  producing  results.  Their  short- 
term  initiatives  included  assembling  a 
corridor-wide  incident  management  guide, 
arranging  for  the  exchange  of  construction 
and  major  event  information,  developing 
an  electronic-mail  system  for  technology- 
transfer  among  members,  determining  the 
"user"  needs  of  the  Corridor,  and  holding 
a  highly-successful  public/private 
partnerships  workshop  including  over  100 
private  companies. 

•  A  5-year  Business  Plan  was  developed  and 
is  continually  being  updated,  providing  the 
framework  from  which  the  Coalition  will 
operate. 

•  Congress  earmarked  $10.5M  in  the  1993 
IVHS  Operational  Test  fund,  and  the 
Coalition  has   undertaken  an  ambitious 
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first-year  program,  including  priority 
projects  from  the  business  plan,  which  will 
benefit  the  corridor  as  a  whole.  Congress 
further  earmarked  $1M  in  the  1994 
Operational  Test  fund,  which  along  with 
additional  FHWA  discretionary  funds,  will 
provide  the  resources  for  carrying-out  our 
second-year  program. 

•  A  Funding  Task  Force  was  formed,  with 
membership  from  both  the  Executive 
Board  and  Steering  Committee.  The  task 
force  developed  a  proposal,  which  has 
been  approved  by  the  FHWA,  depicting 
how  Federal  funds  would  be  spent  for  the 
Coalition,  including  matching  requirements 
and  DBE  goals. 

There  are  21  projects  defined  in  the  5-year 
Business  Plan.  These  projects  supplement, 
add  value  to,  and  tie  together  individual 
member  programs  (see  Table  1).  Each 
member  agency  is  expected  to  continue  with 
its  own  IVHS  development.  In  fact,  less  than 
4%  of  the  total  IVHS  expenditures  in  the 
Northeast  is  expected  to  come  from  the 
Coalition.  Rather,  these  are  projects  which  no 
single  agency  could  be  expected  to  fund  on  its 
own,  or  interregional  activities  which  are  best 
accomplished  by  pooling  resources.  A 
projected  breakdown  of  this  expected  spending 
is  shown  in  Figure  3. 

While  the  21  projects  are  defined  in  general 
terms,  10  projects  have  been  specifically 
defined,  and  were  adopted  as  first-year 
projects.  It  is  to  these  projects  that  the  initial 
$10.5  million  has  been  applied;  it  is  by  these 
projects  that  the  Coalition's  success  will  be 
measured  over  the  short  term. 

The  first,  and  most  prominent,  is  the 
Information  Exchange  Network,  a  dedicated 
electronic  information  exchange  system.  The 
system  includes  work  stations  for  each  agency 


with  data  and  graphic  displays,  potential  video 
insertion,  and  the  capability  of  an  automatic 
alerting  system.  The  system  is  currently 
under  design  by  the  1-95  Northeast 
Consultants,  and  should  be  operational  within 
the  next  year. 


IVHS  Expenditures  In  the  Northeast 
1993  to  1997- $2  Billion 


-95ConiclOf 
CoaBtton 


Figure  3.  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  Funds  as  compared 
to  total  IVHS  Spending  in  the  Northeast  Corridor 


There  is  a  project  aimed  at  developing 
standard  operating  procedures  for  major 
incident  notification  and  fixed-action 
procedures  such  as  construction,  maintenance, 
and  special  events.  The  guidelines  will 
identify  those  types  of  accidents  or  incidents 
which  require  multi-agency  response  and  the 
procedures  to  be  used  in  the  field  to 
coordinate  on-site  activities. 

Also  directly  related  is  a  project  to  coordinate 
the  use  of  variable  message  signs  (VMS)  and 
highway  advisory  radio  (HAR),  tools  common 
to  a  number  of  the  operating  agencies.  This 
project  would  provide  a  deployment  strategy 
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Table  1.    I-9S  Corridor  Coalition  Business  Plan  Projects 
Internal  Coalition  Operations             Customer/User  Services                  Special  Studies  and  Surreys 

Information  Exchange  Network" 

Incident  Management" 

Surveillance  Requirements  - 
Technology" 

User  Needs  and  MarkeUbility" 

Commercial  Vehicle 
Operations" 

Public/Private  Sector  Outreach" 

Consultant  Support  Services"* 

Traveler  Information  Services" 

Technology  Exchange  and 
Training  Program 

Coordinated  VMS/HAR  System" 

Corridor-wide  AVI/ETTM 
Feasibility 

Passenger/Freight  Supply  and 
Demand  Analysis 

Intermodal  Outreach  and 
Information  Exchange" 

Emergency  Response  System 

Institutional  Barriers  and  Issues 

Communications  Infrastructure 
Opportunities 

Rural  "MAYDAY"/800Call-m 
System 

Feasibility  of  Regional 
Communications  Centers 

Automated  Highway  System 
(AHS)  Corridor  Identification 

Long  Range  Strategic  Plan 

Corridor-wide  Decision 
Support/Expert  System 

Denotes  Year-One  Project 


for  Corridor-wide  communications,  24  hours 
a  day,  7  days  per  week,  utilizing  consistent 
messages  and  guidelines.  Both  of  these 
projects  are  also  being  carried  out  by  the  1-95 
Northeast  Consultants. 

A  recently  advertised  project,  focussing  on 
determining  what  are  the  conditions  on  the 
transportation  network  and  getting  this 
information  into  the  Coalition's  Information 
Exchange  System  as  quickly  as  possible,  is 
undergoing  consultant-selection.  The  initial 
part  of  this  project  includes  a  needs  analysis 
of  agency  requirements  concerning  detection 
and  surveillance,  and  the  development  of 
several  operational  tests  to  be  later  advertised. 


Likewise,  a  project  has  recently  undergone 
consultant  selection  focussing  on  providing 
information  to  the  users/customers  of  the 
Coalition's  transportation  member  agencies. 
This  is  a  multi-year  activity  with  the  first 
phase  defining  the  existing  information 
services  that  are  available  and  how  effective 
they  are  in  satisfying  user  needs. 

A  separate  project  pertaining  to  Commercial 
Vehicle  Operations,  involving  the 
determination  of  information  needs  for 
truckers  along  the  Northeast  Corridor,  as  well 
as  coordinating  the  recommendations  that  will 
be  developed  by  several  FHWA  sponsored 
CVO  studies  soon  to  be  underway  in  the 
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Corridor,  is  in  the  consultant  negotiation 
stage.  Also  at  that  stage,  a  project  to  conduct 
small  sample  surveys  of  the  various  other 
users  in  the  Corridor,  to  quantify  their 
perceived  needs  concerning  information  and 
other  traveler  assistance.  Users  include  long 
distance  commuters,  intercity  business 
travelers,  and  recreational  travelers. 

Another  first-year  project  involves  a  concerted 
effort  to  define  where  coordination  among  the 
current  Coalition  agencies  and  other  modes  of 
transportation  is  most  important  and  to 
establish  satisfactory  mechanisms  to  ensure 
appropriate  and  timely  exchange  of 
information.  The  project  would  identify 
intermodal  exchange  opportunities,  define 
sources  of  this  information,  and  evaluate  the 
required  intermodal  linkages. 

The  current  prime  consultant  has  also  been 
given  the  responsibility  to  assist  with  day-to- 
day activities  involved  with  running  the 
Coalition.  Their  responsibilities  include 
supporting  the  annual  updates  to  the  Business 
Plan,  development  of  scopes  of  services  for  all 
projects,  and  the  logistical  and  administrative 
arrangements  connected  with  the  many 
meetings  held  at  all  levels  of  the  Coalition.  In 
addition,  the  consultant  supported  a  recently- 
held  public/private  partnerships  workshop. 

There  is  early  evidence  that  the  Coalition 
process  is  succeeding.  Member  agency  staffs 
have  built  informal  real-time  communication 
links  through  phone  and  fax  in  anticipation  of 
the  more  sophisticated  network  soon  to  come. 
Already,  southbound  travellers  in  New  York 
and  New  Jersey  have  been  advised  of  long 
term  service  disruptions  at  strategic  locations 
in  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  Maryland  and 
Virginia.  Northbounders  in  Connecticut  have 
been  notified  of  unexpected  incidents  in  Rhode 
Island  and  Massachusetts.  Travellers  from 
Maine  to  Virginia  were  advised  of  the  I-9S 


Corridor  Coalition's  operational  readiness  on 
Highway  Advisory  Radio  last  Thanksgiving. 
Indeed  the  culture  of  cooperation  has  already 
begun.  It  is  a  culture  strengthened  by 
voluntary  cooperation  and  professionalism. 

The  technology  to  begin  is  at  hand.  The  long- 
term  question  is  whether,  in  the  fragmented 
institutional  world  which  defines  our  region  of 
the  country,  the  Coalition  can  pull  together 
with  such  coherence  that  customers  perceive 
a  convenient,  virtually  seamless  continuum  as 
they  traverse  the  various  modal  segments  of 
the  corridor.  That's  the  question.  The  long- 
term  answer  lies  in  whether  each  member  of 
the  Coalition  continues  to  perceive  a  net  gain 
from  working  more  closely  together  in  the 
here  and  now  operation  of  the  total  system. 
The  early  evidence  provides  reason  for 
optimism. 

The  1-95  Corridor  Coalition  has  the 
opportunity  to  break  dramatic  new  ground  in 
bringing  multi-modal  IVHS  applications  to  the 
Northeast  Corridor.  Notwithstanding  the 
inherent  challenge  of  launching  a  voluntary 
effort  among  26  independent  transportation 
agencies,  the  compelling  nature  of  the  mission 
is  forging  an  alliance  which  is  already  bearing 
fruit.  Thanks  to  the  selfless  commitment  of 
transportation  leaders  and  professionals  in 
member  agencies,  the  Coalition  is  off  to  a 
good  start. 


1-9S  Corridor  Coalition  ■  April  1994 

For  mart  informaaon  on  Ou  1-95  Corridor  Coalition,  feet  pre 
u>  conucv  Mr.  Hal  Kastoff,  Chairman  of  the  Executive 
Board  at  (410)  333-1111:  Mr.  Matt  Edelman.  Chairman  of 
the  Steering  Committee  at  (201)  963-4033:  Mr.  Steve 
Kudemba.  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Suering  Commitue  at  (410) 
797-S8S4;  or  Mr.  Morry  Roihenberg,  Program  Manager  for 
Ac  Nonheaa  Consultants  ai  (703)  370-2411. 


240 

[Clerk's  note. — The  document  entitled,  1-95  Corridor  Coalition 
Business  Plan,  will  be  retained  in  the  Subcommittee  files.] 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  The  detailed  justification  for  this  $12.5 
million  request  can  be  found  in  your  business  plan.  Could  you  iden- 
tify where  we  would  find  those  details? 

Mr.  Frankel.  Well,  I  think  we  submitted  those  to  the  sub- 
committee, Mr.  Chairman. 

I  might  emphasize  that  of  that  $12.5  million,  on  a  page  that  I 
think  was  submitted  to  you  showing  the  preliminary  program  for 
fiscal  year  1995,  that  $1.25  million — of  that,  $1.25  million  would  be 
used  to  complete  the  Information  Exchange  Network,  to  which  I  re- 
ferred in  my  remarks,  to  undertake  operational  tests  for  surveil- 
lance requirements  technology;  $2.1  million,  $2  million  for  a  Com- 
mercial Vehicle  System,  again  operational  test;  $1  million  for  con- 
tinuing Contractors  Support  Services,  staffing  for  the  Coalition,  I 
might  say,  comes  principally  from  an  outside  contractor;  and  $2.1 
million  for  operational  test  and  deployment  for  the  Traveler  Infor- 
mation System;  and  then  smaller  efforts  included  in  that  as  well. 

Mr.  Price.  I  see.  So  that  chart  from  your  overall  plan  has  been 
included  with  your  testimony  and  we  will  print  it  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Yes,  sir. 

We  have  made  some  adjustments,  I  might  say,  from  the  original 
business  plan,  year  3,  in  which  we  have  tried  to  fit  our  program, 
frankly,  to  the  funds  available.  And  as  I  said,  somewhat  under  $4 
million  was  available  for  year  2,  or  Federal  fiscal  1994,  and  we 
have  had  to  make  some  adjustments  in  the  program,  the  timing  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  Price.  That  is  right,  $3.75  million  in  the  current  Fiscal  Year. 

Mr.  Frankel.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Price.  Just  looking  at  that  chart,  can  you  identify  the  items 
currently  being  funded  under  your  current  appropriation? 

Mr.  Frankel.  I  may  have  to  get  some  help  on  that.  The  Informa- 
tion Exchange  Network,  as  I  think  you  can  see,  is  a  major  part  of 
both  years  1  and  2,  and  that  would — this  year  3  funding  would 
complete  that  program.  If  you  will  bear  with  me  and  let  me  see  if 
I  have  the  information  on  our  years  1  and  2  programs. 

I  think  rather  than  hold  you  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  supply 
you  with  that  information.  I  do  not  have  that  handy. 

Mr.  Price.  If  you  could  give  us  a  breakdown. 

Mr.  Frankel.  It  is  in  the  information  we  will  try  to  highlight  as 
to  what  is  in  year  1  and  2;  and  year  2,  as  I  said,  is  really  intended, 
for  the  most  part,  to  further  pursue  efforts  that  have  been  under- 
taken in  years  1  and/or  2. 

Mr.  Price.  You  say  this  $12.5  million  request  would  take  its 
place  in  an  overall  plan  for  expending  something  like  $300  to  $400 
million? 

Mr.  Frankel.  Annually.  In  fact,  we  estimate  that — obviously, 
just  doing  the  multiplication,  we  estimate  somewhere  between  the 
excess  of  a  billion  dollars  will  be  spent  over  this  five-year  period 
of  the  life  of  our  business  plan  by  the  constituent  agencies.  That 
is  a  mix  of  State  and  Federal  funds. 

I  might  say,  about  60  percent  of  that  billion,  billion  two,  billion 
three  represents  formula  funds  to  State  departments  of  transpor- 
tation. But  the  balance,  40  percent  of  that  amount,  billion  two,  bil- 
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lion  three,  will  come  from  non-Federal  sources,  either  to  match  the 
Federal  funds  or  will  be  toll  authority  funding,  which  of  course 
does  not  match  Federal  funds,  but  just  amounts  that  the  various 
toll  authorities,  New  York  State  Throughway  Authority,  Tri-River 
Bridge  Tunnel  Authority,  Jersey  Turnpike,  Pennsylvania  Turnpike, 
et  cetera,  funds  they  will  be  expending. 

So  this  amount  of  funding  that  we  seek  for  the  Corridor  Coalition 
really  is  just  designed,  as  I  indicated,  as  the  glue  or  the  coordina- 
tion of  the  various  separate  operations  so  that  the  parts  that  each 
of  us  is  undertaking  really  can  come  together  in  a  total.  Because, 
obviously,  unlike  the  other  priority  corridors,  two  of  the  other  prior- 
ity corridors,  of  course,  are  in  single  States,  the  third,  I  think,  is 
in  a  three-State  area;  we  go  through,  I  think,  12  different  States. 
There  are  25  to  30  different  agencies. 

Without  this  coordinating  effort,  you  would  have  tremendous 
fragmentation,  no  matter  how  advanced  each  of  us  might  be  in  un- 
dertaking an  rVHS  program,  incident  management,  highway  man- 
agement efforts.  We  need  this  to  really  bring  us  together  in  order 
to  assure  that  travelers,  whether  moving  goods  or  themselves,  up 
and  down  the  corridor,  will  be  able  to  really  be  part  of  an  overall 
operationally  coordinated  transportation  system. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  testimony  and  we  will 
give  it  careful  consideration. 

Mr.  Frankel.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
INTELLIGENT  VEfflCLE  HIGHWAY  SYSTEMS 

WITNESS 

JAMES  COSTANTINO,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE- 
HIGHWAY  SOCIETY  OF  AMERICA 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  call  Dr.  James  Costantino,  the  Executive 
Director  of  IVHS  America. 

Dr.  Costantino.  Good  morning. 

Mr.  Price.  Welcome. 

Dr.  Costantino.  And  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  James  Costantino,  Executive  Director  of  IVHS  America,  or 
in  its  full  name,  the  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Society  of  Amer- 
ica. Our  mission  out  of  the  House  Appropriations  Act  of  1991,  is  to 
accelerate  the  development  and  deployment  of  advanced  technology 
for  the  surface  transportation  system.  We  are  doing  this  through 
our  work  as  a  public/private  partnership. 

We  have  over  500  organizational  members  who  participate  with 
us  from  the  private  sector,  the  public  sector,  associations,  aca- 
demia,  and  so  forth, 

I  support  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Emil  Frankel,  Commissioner  of 
the  Connecticut  Department  of  Transportation,  who  appeared  be- 
fore me.  We  have  the  utmost  respect  for  the  work  of  the  1-95  Cor- 
ridor Coalition.  They  are  one  of  the  most  focused  and  dedicated 
groups  of  IVHS  America,  moving  toward  IVHS  deployment,  which 
is  what  our  goal  is  and  we  are  pleased  to  have  them  as  one  of  our 
members  £ind  we  are  pleased  to  support  their  activities. 
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Because  IVHS  America  is  a  Federal-utilized  advisory  committee 
to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  we  have  recruited,  in 
addition  to  the  groups  that  I  have  mentioned  from  the  public/pri- 
vate partnership,  we  have  also  included  a  variety  of  public  interest 
groups  so  that  we  may  have  a  diverse  group  as  a  utilized  Federal 
committee. 

I  have  just  returned  from  IVHS  America's  fourth  annual  meeting 
in  Atlanta.  We  hosted  over  3,500  attendees  from  throughout  the 
world,  and  more  than  150  committee  meetings  put  on  by  technical 
committees  and  nontechnical  committees.  Our  speakers  included 
Secretary  of  Transportation  Federico  Pena,  FHWA  Administrator 
Rodney  Slater,  Federal  Transit  Administrator  Grordon  Linton,  and 
many  prominent  industry  executives. 

Our  trade  show  featured  over  120  exhibitors,  more  than  half  of 
whom  are  from  the  defense  and  aerospace  industries,  which  are 
converting  to  the  private  sector  using  IVHS  as  their  vehicle.  There 
are  a  multitude  of  IVHS  products  which  are  available  for  the  mar- 
ket right  now. 

Because  IVHS  is  an  international  transportation  phenomena,  we 
will  hold  the  first  annual  world  Congress  on  Intelligent  Transport 
Systems  in  Paris,  France,  later  this  year,  and  then  that  will  be 
moving  to  Japan  and  then  back  to  the  United  States  in  1996  to 
hold  its  meeting  in  Orlando. 

We  are  expecting  over  3,000  international  IVHS  experts  at  that 
attraction  and  we  have  invited  Vice  President  Al  Gore  to  lead  the 
U.S.  delegation  and  also  the  Chairman  of  this  committee,  Mr.  Carr. 

Every  year,  the  level  of  interest  and  commitment  to  IVHS  in- 
creases. Over  the  next  20  years,  this  will  become  a  $200  billion  a 
year  industry  or  more.  The  private  sector  coupled  with  consumer 
investment  will  support  more  than  80  percent  of  that,  with  only 
about  20  percent  coming  from  the  Federal  Government. 

But  to  reach  that  point,  we  need  to  receive  Federal  funding  for 
infrastructure  deployment,  such  as  the  kind  that  Mr.  Frankel  just 
mentioned,  and  to  convince  the  private  sector,  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments that  the  Federal  Government  is  serious  about  deploying 
rVHS. 

In  my  written  statement,  I  have  supplied  some  information  on 
some  successful  projects  that  we  have  going  on  around  the  country, 
and  since  time  is  short  this  morning,  I  would  like  to  suggest  three 
quick  areas  where  we  might  use  the  support  of  this  committee. 

One  is,  as  I  mentioned,  we  need  to  increase  funding  for  deploy- 
ment of  rVHS  around  the  country,  in  addition  to  demonstrations 
and  corridor  programs.  Two,  we  need  to  create  categories  of  fund- 
ing within  ISTEA  for  demonstrations  of  commercial  vehicle  oper- 
ations which  have  been  some  of  the  most  advanced  in  using  IVHS 
technology,  primarily  because  they  are  very  competitive. 

In  addition,  we  need  to  apply  IVHS  funding  toward  achieving 
intermodalism  and  thinking  of  transportation  as  a  system  and  for 
public  transit  in  that  intermodalism. 

And  finally,  we  need  to  work  on  setting  national  and  inter- 
national standards  so  that  we  do  not  run  into  difficulty  where  a  ve- 
hicle cannot  go  from  the  United  States  to  other  States  of  the  coun- 
try without  using  different  equipment  or  going  from  the  United 
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States  to  Canada  and  to  Mexico  without  having  to  change  fre- 
quencies, use  different  equipment  or  whatever. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  very 
pleased  with  the  progress  the  IVHS  program  has  made  in  the  very 
short  time  of  about  36  months  since  its  inception.  This  is  due  in 
no  small  part  to  this  subcommittee's  generous  support  and  genuine 
interest,  and  to  that  of  its  individual  members,  and  we  thank  you 
for  that. 

My  full  statement  is  submitted  for  the  record  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  for  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Costantino  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  DR.  JAMES  COSTANTINO 

EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

INTELLIGENT  VEHICLE-HIGHWAY  SOCIETY  OF  AMERICA 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND 

RELATED  AGENCIES 

COMMTTTEE  ON  APPROPRL\TIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL  25,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
discuss  the  progress  of  the  Intelhgent  Vehicle-Highway  Systems  program.    IVHS  uses 
advanced  computer,  electronic,  and  communications  technologies  to  address  the  problems  of 
the  entire  surface  transportation  system.     IVHS  will  help  reduce  congestion.  Increase  safety. 
Enhance  economic  productivity.   Improve  energy  efficiency  and  environmental  quality. 
Fmally,  it  will  create  new  markets  and  jobs. 

I  am  Jim  Costantino,  Executive  Director  of  IVHS  AMERICA,  a  broad  spectrum  of  500 
members  from  industry,  government,  and  academia  who  meet  to  build  consensus  on 
developing  and  deploying  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems  (FVHS).     We  are  also  a 
utilized  Federal  Advisory  Committee  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  Our  mission 
is  to  facilitate  communication  and  information  exchange. 

We  do  not  serve  any  interest  group  or  sector  and  are  continually  working  to  expand 
involvement.  Toward  that  end,  we  have  reduced  our  dues  structure  for  public  interest  groups 
and  succeeded  in  gaining  involvement  from  the  environmental  community.  Surface 
transportation  affects  the  lives  of  all  Americans.  In  all  that  we  do,  we  reach  out  to  involve 
people  in  the  research  and  development,  planning,  and  deployment  process. 

rVHS  AMERICA  is  a  partnership  drawing  participants  from  all  segments  of  our  society  and 
all  levels  of  organizations.   I  wish  to  compliment  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
(DOT)  for  its  leadership  role  in  the  FVHS  public/private  partnership  and  the  House 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  for  its  continuing  support  of  IVHS. 

I  just  returned  from  the  IVHS  AMERICA  Annual  Meeting  in  Atlanta,  in  which  3,500  IVHS 
stakeholders  participated.  The  meeting  offered  evidence  of  how  dramatically  this  industry  has 
grown.  Founders  of  IVHS  AMERICA  stood  in  the  midst  of  the  118  exhibitors  and  expressed 
amazement.   The  exhibits  offered  dramatic  evidence  of  the  commitment  of  the  defense  and 
aerospace  firms  to  the  conversion  of  "defense"  technologies  to  use  in  surface  transportation. 
For  the  first  time  exhibitors  displayed  products  that  are  ready  to  bring  to  market. 

Our  speakers  included  Secretary  of  Transportation  Federico  Pena,  Federal  Highway 
Administrator  Rodney  Slater,  and  Federal  Transit  Administrator  Gordon  Linton.   We  also 
received  a  letter  from  President  Clinton  saying,  "I  am  pleased  to  commend  you  as  you  begin 
your  fourth  year  of  working  to  apply  advanced  technology  to  our  nation's  surface 
transportation  systems." 
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The  annual  meeting,  held  from  April  17-20,  1994,  in  Atlanta,  Georgia,  featured  62  technical 
and  program  sessions  and  over  100  conunittee  meetings.  Some  of  those  meeting  were  IVHS 
AMERICA  meetings  and  others  were  those  of  our  affiliated  associations.     I  am  especially 
pleased  to  report  that  this  year  our  program  included  sessions  by  both  disabled  and  minority 
business  enterprises. 

NATIONAL  PROGRAM  PLAN 

IVHS  AMERICA,  in  its  role  as  a  utilized  federal  advisory  committee,  provided  the  U.S.  DOT 
with  the  Strategic  Plan  for  IVHS  in  the  United  States  in  May  1992.   This  document  served  as 
a  guide  for  the  nationwide  deployment  of  IVHS.   In  October  1992,  again  at  DOT's  request, 
we  provided  the  Federal  IVHS  Program  Recommendations  for  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995. 
To  build  on  those  efforts,   U.S.  DOT  and  IVHS  AMERICA,  since  March  1993,  have  been 
engaged  in  a  joint  effort  to  fonnulate  a  National  Program  Plan  which  will  establish  a 
program  for  near-term  IVHS  development  and  deployment. 

The  Program  Plan  is  a  "blueprint"  to  achieve  the  goals  of  the  IVHS  AMERICA  and  U.S. 
DOT'S  respective  Strategic  Plans.  The  Plan  also  describes  IVHS  activities  and  responsibilities 
of  federal,  state,  and  local  government,  the  private  sector  and  academia. 

The  Plan  identifies  29  "user  services,"  such  as  pre-trip  travel  information,  route  guidance,  ride 
matching  and  reservation,  commercial  vehicle  electronic  clearance,  vision  enhancements  for 
crash  avoidance,  traffic  control  and  more.   Now  in  draft  stage.  The  Plan  places  the  user  of 
those  services  as  the  focal  point  of  development.   It  does  so  by  assessing  user  needs  and 
conducting  research,  development,  and  testing.  In  May  1994,  IVHS  AMERICA  will  conduct  a 
series  of  forums  in  five  metropolitan  areas  to  solicit  public  comment  on  the  Plan's  goals 
based  on  the  second  draft  of  The  Plan. 

The  Plan  will  provide  the  basis  on  which  DOT  will  solicit  formal  program  information  in  the 
ftjture.  The  first  edition  of  final  plan  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  December  1994.   It  will 
be  updated  annually  and  serve  as  a  guide  for  IVHS  investment  decisions. 

SYSTEM  ARCHFTECTURE 

Another  major  IVHS  initiative  for  1994  is  a  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
program  for  development  of  an  open  IVHS  system  architecture.  The  goals  of  the  program  are 
to  ensure  nationwide  compatibility  through  development  of  a  technically  sound  architecture, 
to  encourage  innovation,  and  to  develop  a  wide  base  of  support  for  the  selected  architecture. 

IVHS  AMERICA  recommended  a  system  architecture  development  methodology  to  U.S.  DOT 
that  uses  the  efforts  of  a  multi -disciplinary  public/private/academic  team.      DOT  initiated  the 
National  IVHS  Architecture  Development  Program  that  tracks  with  IVHS  AMERICA'S 
recommendations.   DOT  has  selected  a  consortia  led  by  Hughes  Aircraft,  IBM,  Rockwell 
International,  and  Westinghouse  Electric  to  each  develop  an  alternative  IVHS  architecture. 
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Phase  I  lasts  15  months  and  ends  in  December  1994.   The  consortia  with  the  most  promising 
architectures  will  continue  into  Phase  II  which  lasts  from  December  1994  to  July  1996.   At 
the  conclusion  of  Phase  II  in  mid- 1996,  a  national  IVHS  architectiu-e  will  emerge. 

OPERATIONAL  TESTS 

The  rVHS  operational  test  program  bridges  the  gap  between  IVHS  research  and  development 
activities  and  full-scale  deployment  of  proven  technologies.  These  tests  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  innovative  IVHS  technologies  under  operational  highway  conditions. 

Prior  to  1992,  several  highly  visible  IVHS  operational  tests  were  initiated.  These  projects 
included  Path  Finder  in  California,  TravTek  in  Florida,  and  ADVANCE  in  Dlinois.  The  first 
operational  test  solicitation  was  published  in  July  1992.  The  announcement  was  broad  in 
focus,  identifying  a  number  of  focus  areas.   Sixteen  projects  were  selected  for  awards  from 
more  than  100  proposals. 

DOT  identified  17  operational  tests  to  advance  IVHS.   The  selections  were  made  from  a  total 
of  63  offers  received  in  response  to  a  Federal  Register  notice  published  September  8,  1993. 
The  IVHS  Operational  Test  Program  is  designed  to  evaluate  system  concepts,  technologies, 
and  institutional  and  financial  arrangements  that  hold  the  promise  of  improving  mobility  and 
transportation  productivity,  enhancing  safety  and  reducing  congestion  on  the  nation's 
highways.  The  five  specific  IVHS  user  service  areas  in  the  proposal  included  the  following: 
conunercial  vehicle  administrative  process,  and  automated  roadside  safety  inspection; 
personalized  public  transit;  en-route  traveler  advisory  and  traveler  services  information; 
emergency  notification  and  personal  security;  and  travel  demand  management. 

It  is  important  to  review  the  ongoing  operational  tests.   I  have  outlined  a  short  description  of 
them  and  their  benefits  below. 

•  Smart  Corridor  in  Los  Angeles.   Located  along  1 3  miles  of  the  Santa  Monica 
freeway  corridor,  the  objectives  of  the  program  are  to  reduce  congestion,  accidents, 
and  fuel  consumption,  and  to  improve  air  quality.   Advanced  technologies  will  advise 
travelers  of  current  conditions  and  alternate  routes  (using  communications  systems 
such  as  Highway  Advisory  Radio  and  Changeable  Message  Signs,  kiosks  and  teletex) 
improving  emergency  response,  and  providing  coordinated  traffic  management. 
Participants  include  FHWA,  the  LA  County  Transportation  Commission  and  the  City 
of  Los  Angeles.   This  project  is  in  the  final  phases  of  development  and  was  scheduled 
to  be  fully  operational  by  mid- 1994.  This  is  an  estimated  $50  million  project. 

•  Minnesota  Guidestar.  The  Genesis  project,  a  component  of  Minnesota's  statewide 
Guidestar  program,  will  evaluate  a  portable  digital  personal  communications  device 
designated  to  receive  various  real-time  traffic  and  transit  information.   Its  primary 
goals  are  to  influence  individual  travel  decisions;  facilitate  transit  usage;  determine 
technical  feasibility  and  integrate  with  other  Guidestar  component  systems.   Partners 
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in  the  project  include  FHWA,  the  Minnesota  DOT,  University  of  Minnesota  Center  for 
Transportation  Studies  and  Motorola. 

FAST-TRAC.   Based   in  Oakland  County,  Michigan,  FAST-TRAC  is  the  "first  in  the 
world"  to  combine  advanced  traffic  management  and  traveler  information  technologies. 
It  has  the  potential  to  save  lives.   In  the  near  future,  FAST-TRAC  computers  can  be 
linked  to  the  Michigan  State  Police  and  the  Oakland  County  Sheriffs  department  to 
alert  these  agencies  of  accidents  and  traffic  tie-ups.   This  will  also  improve  the 
response  time  and  dispatch  of  emergency  vehicles.  Preliminary  studies  of  a  SCATS 
(Sydney  Coordinated  Adaptive  Traffic  System  )  equipped  corridor  in  the  City  of  Troy 
indicate  a  reduction  in  stops  and  accidents.   Statistically,  it  has  been  proven  that 
decreasing  the  frequency  of  stops  reduces  rear-end  collisions.   FAST-TRAC  has  the 
potential  to  reduce  stops  by  one  third.   Participants  in  the  program  include  private 
industry,  state  and  local  government  and  academia. 

FAST-TRAC  has  reduced  rear-end  collisions  by  30  percent  and  has  reduced  travel 
time  in  its  equipped  corridors  by  up  to  11  percent.  In  addition,  preliminary  studies 
showed  up  to  a  19  percent  increase  in  peak  hour  travel  speed.  If  the  average  commute 
to  work  takes  24  minutes,  then  FAST-TRAC  may  provide  that  extra  five  minutes 
needed  in  the  morning,  as  well  as  reduce  traffic  backups  and  stress. 

•  Automated  Traffic  Surveillance  and  Control.  An  advanced  traffic  management 

system  based  in  Los  Angeles,  it  has,  since  its  installation  in  1984,  cut  daily  commuter 
time  by  50,000  hours,  reduced  vehicle  traffic  light  stops  by  8  million,  lowered  fuel 
consumption  by  1 3  percent  and  lowered  exhaust  emissions  by  26  percent.   An 
economic  analysis  of  the  benefits  of  this  system  concluded  that  benefits  exceeded  costs 
by  a  ratio  of  38:1.   The  system  is  being  expanded  to  include  over  3800  more 
intersections  in  the  Los  Angeles  area,  which  will  result  in  annual  savings  of  $60 
million  and  10  million  hours  of  travel  time  and  delay. 

Finally,  the  "priority"  corridor  program  has  as  its  goal  to  establish  an  IVHS  infiastructure  that 
will  support  continuing  deployment  of  IVHS  technologies  and  services.  DOT  designated  four 
sites  as  priority  corridors  based  on  specific  criteria  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
and  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA).   ISTEA  also  requires  that  at  least  $43  million  annually 
be  spent  within  the  priority  corridors.  The  four  sites  include: 

•  Northeast  Corridor  -  firom  Maine  to  Virginia 

•  Midwest  Corridor  -  Gary,  Indiana;  Chicago,  Illinois;  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin 

•  Southwest  Corridor  -  Houston,  Texas,  and 

•  Southern  California  Corridor  ~  from  Los  Angeles  to  San  Diego. 

Operational  tests  will  be  negotiated  each  year  within  these  sites.   DOT  will  select  projects 
based  on  the  plans  for  the  region  and  for  the  national  interest  in  advancing  the  IVHS 
program.   Corridor  funds  can  also  be  used  for  planning,  feasibility  and  conceptual  efforts. 
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INTERNATIONAL  OUTLOOK 

At  the  request  of  a  member  of  this  House  subcommittee,  FVHS  AMERICA  asked  a  team  of 
international  engineers  and  transportation  experts  familiar  with  IVHS  to  conduct  a 
comparative  study  on  FVHS  in  Japan,  Europe  and  the  United  States.   Released  in  mid-April 
1994,  the  study  revealed  that  the  United  States  has  made  strides  in  developing  an  advanced 
technology  that  will  greatly  enhance  our  nation's  transportation  system,  but  still  has  work  to 
do  in  broad  FVHS  deployment.     Japan  has  already  widely  deployed  advanced  traffic 
management  systems,  in  part  due  to  their  engagement  in  field  tests  in  the  1970s  and  1980s. 
At  the  time,  America's  FVHS  ideas  lay  dormant. 

However,  due  to  the  passage  of  ISTEA  and  wide-spread  support,  the  United  States  FVHS 
program  leads  those  of  Japan  and  Europe  in  such  areas  as  organization,  strategic  planning, 
current  levels  of  research  and  development  and  in  certain  applications  such  as  electronic  toll 
collection  and  commercial  vehicle  fleet  management.   The  key  to  our  ability  to  compete  lies 
in  our  ability  to  gain  policy  support  and  to  coordinate  public  and  private  sector  interests. 

European  public  sector  programs  are  complemented  by  industry  initiatives,  including  multi- 
national vehicle-oriented  IVHS  projects  which  have  no  parallel  in  the  United  States  and 
Japan.   Japanese  progress  is  highlighted  by  a  widely  deployed  infirastructure  for  centralized 
traffic  monitoring  and  information  that  needs  little  more  than  mobile  communication  links  to 
support  in-vehicle  systems.   In  addition,  some  350,000  in-vehicle  navigation  systems  are 
expected  to  be  sold  in  Japan  in  1994,  with  400,000  already  in  the  field.   It  is  estimated  that 
Japan  spent  $1,875  billion  fi-om  1985-1992  for  deployment  of  advanced  traffic  management 
systems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  report  that  an  American  auto  manufacturer  announced  that  it  will 
begin  offering  an  on-board  navigation  device  as  an  option  in  its  models.   This  is  the  first  time 
such  a  device  will  be  available  as  a  factory  option  in  the  United  States.   The 
Navigation/Information  System  costs  roughly  $2,000  and  uses  Global  Positioning  System 
satellites  and  dead  reckoning  techniques  to  determine  its  precise  location.   An  on-board 
computer  calculates  the  most  convenient  route  to  a  destination  requested  by  the  driver. 

The  importance  of  international  FVHS  involvement  has  prompted  us,  since  1993,  to  organize  a 
World  Congress  on  Intelligent  Transport  Systems.     The  meeting  will  take  place  in  Paris, 
France  in  November  1994  and  we  expect  3,000  attendees.     Future  World  Congress  meetings 
will  take  place  in  Yokohama,  Japan  in  1995  and  in  Orlando,  Florida  in  1996. 

FUNDING  SOURCES 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  United  States  to  compete  in  this  global  technological  revolution  in 
transportation,  federal  support  must  continue  over  the  next  20  years.   We  estimate  over  that 
time   FVHS  will  become  a  $209  billion  program  in  which  some  80  percent  of  the  funding 
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comes  from  the  private  sector.  rVHS  provides  important  business  opportunities  for  private 
sector  industries  such  as  auDmotive.  electronics,  computer,  communications  and  information 
technologies.    Markets  wiJl  develop  to  fulfill  infrastructure  needs  for  sensors  and  actuators, 
beacons,  and  hardware  and  software  for  electronic  toll  collection  and  area- wide  traffic 
management  systems.   In  addition,  we  are  witnessing  a  burgeoning  market  for  IVHS 
technologies  such  as  weigh-i  n-raotion  and  automatic  vehicle  identification  for  long-haul 
trucking. 


Federal  investment  i^  i  vi»i 
many  of  these  firms  make  tbe 
Federal  involvement  will  alst> 
adopting  the  technology,  for 


Most  importantly,  investmen: 
costs  our  economy  niore  thaji 
than  half  of  which  are  causeji 
congestion  has  an  enbrmou^ 


will  benefit  the  growing  defense/space  conversion  sector  as 
transition  from  defense  to  transportation-related  technologies, 
encourage  the  participation  of  state  and  local  govemm^ls  in 

without  them  the  program  will  not  succeed. 


in  rVHS  will  save  money  in  the  long  terra.  Traffic  congestion 
$100  billion  a  year  in  lost  productivity.  Traffic  accidents,  more 
by  congestion,  cost  us  another  S70  billion  annually.   Traffic 
effect  on  the  environment. 


The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  was  passed  in  part  to 
address  these  problems.   ISIEA  also  authorized  $659  million  over  a  six- year  period  for 
rVHS.   This  year  the  Clintoi|  Administrations  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  proposed  $289.31 
million  for  IVHS. 


i  CHALLENGES 

We  are  faced  with  imur  challtn^es  for  deployment  of  intelligent  transportation  systems  in  the 
United  States. 


1 .  Support  and  Involvement  of  Local  Officials.   We  all  recognize  that  the  involvement  of 
local  government  officials  is  [critical  to  the  success  of  the  IVHS  program.   However,  their 
participation  is  limited  due  to  a  shortage  of  resources.  There  is  a  fear  and  a  perception  among 
local  officials  that  IVHS  is  yp  another  system  being  pushed  on  them.  We  can  provide  local 
govemment  officials  with  a  sjelection  of  tools  to  meet  their  particular  needs-and  we  are 
already  doing  so.  IVHS  AMJERICA,  in  conjunction  with  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  recerrtly  concluded  a  series  of  information  exchange  forums  in  10  regions 
across  the  country.   We  are  row  developing  electronic  bulletin  board  forums  to  improve 
communications.  There  is  mich  more  to  be  done. 

2.  E)eplovTTtent  Funding.  A  csntral  questions  is:  how  will  the  deployment  of  IVHS  technology 
be  positioned  and  funded?   We  must  resolve  this  issue  before  being  able  to  successfully 
deploy  rVHS.   IVHS  is  already  a  worldwide  phenomenon.   The  United  States  must  resolve 
these  issues  so  as  not  to  be  lift  behind  in  the  highly  competitive  global  marketplace. 


250 


3.  Governmental  Partnership  Agreements.   Federal,  state  and  local  govenunents  need  to 
develop  new  kinds  of  partnership  anangements  for  the  deploying  and  financing  of  IVHS. 
Putting  intelligence  into  our  transportation  infrastructure  should  be  as  integrated  as  painting 
stripes  on  pavement.  IVHS  technology  needs  to  be  understood  as  a  tool  kit  of  means  and 
methods  for  finding  solutions.  IVHS  is  not  just  a  set  of  technologies  to  reduce  congestion  - 
as  important  as  this  IVHS  benefit  is  --  but  is  also  key  to  improving  air  quality  and  meeting 
other  priorities  within  our  communities. 

4.  Standards  Development.   The  key  to  nationwide  deployment  is  uniform  standards.   A  well- 
administered  standards  program  will  ensure  compatibility  among  IVHS  systems  and  services, 
include  lower  product  costs,  lower  deployment  risks,  lowered  liability  concerns  and  higher 
consumer  confidence.   We  must  agree  to  a  uniform  national  standard  before  approaching 
international  standards  setting  organizations. 

Fmally,  Mr.  Chairman,  IVHS  means  jobs  and  marketable  technologies  today,  and  it  is  vital  to 
our  economic  productivity  and  growth  in  the  years  ahead.   This  concludes  my  statement.    I 
would  like  to  request  that  it  be  formally  submitted  to  the  official  record.   I  would  be  pleased 
to  answer  any  questions  from  you  or  members  of  the  subcommittee. 
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Mr.  Price.  Let  me  just  ask  you  briefly  to  try  to  correlate  for  us 
the  kinds  of  activities  you  are  proposing  that  we  undertake  with 
the  Administration's  1995  budget  proposal,  which  as  you  state 
here,  is  around  $290  million  for  IVHS. 

How  does  it  square  up? 

Mr.  COSTANTINO.  There  are  funds  in  that  budget,  sir,  for  re- 
search and  development,  for  corridors,  for  demonstrations,  but 
there  is  no  money  which  is  definitely  set  aside  for  the  deplo)rment 
of  rVHS,  and  we  think  there  needs  to  be  legislation  over  the  years 
which  lists  deployment  as  one  of  the  major  areas  of  IVHS  activity. 

Mr.  Price.  What  would  be  your  assessment  of  the  emphasis  that 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  is  placing  on  standards  devel- 
opment and  commercial  vehicle  operations?  Do  you  have  any  views 
you  would  like  to  share  with  us  on  that? 

Mr.  COSTANTINO.  The  Federal  Highway  Administration,  through 
its  Motor  Carrier  Administration,  is  working  very  closely  with  our 
CVO,  Commercial  Vehicle  Operations  Committee,  and  with  our 
Standards  and  Protocols  Committee,  which  are  a  group  of  volun- 
teers headed  up  by  our  own  staff  to  work  to  improve  the  standards 
that  are  currently  used  among  motor  carriers. 

There  is  some  conflict  at  the  moment  between  those  standards 
that  have  been  set  by  the  American  Association  of  Railroads,  the 
American  Trucking  Association,  and  those  that  are  being  worked 
on  by  the  users,  various  States  and  toll  authorities,  throughout  this 
country.  And  what  we  are  trjdng  to  do  is  resolve  that  difference, 
those  differences  with  the  powers  that  are  responsible  for  these 
standards. 

Mr.  Price.  Please  assess  the  Agency's  emphasis. 

Mr.  COSTANTINO.  I  believe  that  Federal  Highway  is  working  with 
us.  I  know  that  Federal  Highway  is  working  with  us  to  try  to  re- 
solve these  particular  issues,  and  they  will  soon  be  coming  out  with 
some  recommendations  based  on  the  results  of  these  various  com- 
mittees that  are  working. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much,  we  appreciate  your  being  here 
today. 

Mr.  COSTANTINO.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADlVnNISTRATION  FUNDING 

WITNESS 

CHARLES  BARCLAY,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  AIR- 
PORT EXECUTIVES,  ALSO  REPRESENTING  AIRPORTS  COUNCIL 
INTERNATIONAL,  NORTH  AMERICA 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  Mr.  Charles  Barclay,  the  President 
of  the  American  Association  of  Airport  Executives,  also  represent- 
ing the  Airports  Council  International,  North  America. 

Mr.  Barclay,  welcome. 

Mr.  Barclay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  would  also  like  to  just  insert  our  statement  in  the  record,  and 
I  would  just  like  to  make  three  very  brief  points. 
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The  first  is  that  the  needs  of  airports  infrastructure  are  clear  and 
ongoing.  There  are  23  airports  in  the  system  that  currently  experi- 
ence 20,000  hour  of  delay  a  year.  That  number  will  grow  to  33,  if 
we  do  not  take  action. 

The  conservatively  compiled  estimate  of  needs  by  our  organiza- 
tions in  the  airport  system  in  the  United  States  amounts  to  $10  bil- 
lion annually,  $6  billion  of  which  is  eligible  for  Federal  funding. 
And,  as  you  know,  this  year's  appropriation  was  $1.69  billion.  Even 
adding  passenger  facility  charge  revenues  to  that,  brings  us  well 
below  the  needs  that  are  out  there  in  the  system. 

The  second  point  is  that  it  is  very  important  that  the  Federal 
Government,  in  its  stewardship  of  the  Airport  Airway  Trust  Funds 
and  that  local  governments  in  running  airports  continue  to  take 
the  long-term  view  of  airport  infrastructure.  The  press  attention 
has  shifted  in  the  last  several  years  from  a  great  deal  of  attention 
to  airport  capacity  over  to  the  financial  condition  of  the  airlines, 
and  understandably  so. 

But  it  is  very  important  that  the  committee  understand,  as  I 
know  you  do,  that  these  infrastructure  developments  take  three  to 
seven  years  to  complete,  in  most  instances,  and  that  government 
in  an  atmosphere  where  airlines  can  come  and  go  in  a  deregulated 
environment,  it  is  up  to  government  to  take  the  long-term  view  of 
infrastructure  needs,  as  they  always  have. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  requesting  a  $2  billion  appropria- 
tion for  this  year.  That  would  take  us  just  modestly  up  from  the 
level  we  were  at  two  years  ago.  Last  year's  number  from  this  com- 
mittee of  $1.5  billion,  which  wound  up  $1.69  billion  after  con- 
ference, was  described  as  a  one-year  hit,  and  we  hope  that  it  will 
be  possible  to  maintain  that  view  of  last  year's  number.  I  think  $2 
billion  is  modest  in  relationship  to  the  needs  in  the  system,  and 
that  is  what  our  organizations  are  requesting. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Charles  Barclay  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chalrmaun  and  meiobers  of  the  subcommittee: 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the 
airport  operators  and  executives  across  the  country  regetrding 
fiscal  year  1995  funding  for  progreoas  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA) . 

As  members  of  this  subcommittee  know,  the  members  we  represent 
are  the  local,  state  and  regional  governmental  bodies,  and  the 
men  and  women  who  manage  and  operate  our  nation's  airports. 


From  the  earliest  days  of  aviation,  local  governments  have  had 
the  primary  responsibility  for  developing,  operating  and 
financing  our  country's  commercial  airports.   Today,  the  air 
transportation  system  is  the  linchpin  of  our  national  and  local 
economies,  essential  to  the  safe  transportation  of  people  and 
goods,  both  domestically  and  internationally. 

Airports  support  local  economic  development  by  providing  complete 
transportation  services,  stimulating  business  activity  and 
investment  and  creating  jobs.   Airports  must  generate  revenue  for 
their  particular  operations  to  be  self-sufficient,  usually 
without  the  general  tax  revenues  enjoyed  by  other  public 
enterprises.   They  must  operate  like  cities  within  cities, 
providing  their  own  police  and  fire  protection  and  their  own 
public  works.   Airports  must  perform  all  of  these  services 
efficiently,  unobtrusively  and  with  as  little  impact  on  the 
environment  as  possible. 
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Since  deregulation,  the  number  of  passengers  using  the  domestic 
aviation  system  has  exploded.  As  a  result  of  the  vast  increases 
in  passengers,  23  airports  currently  suffer  20,000  hours  of  delay 
or  more  per  year.   If  nothing  further  is  done  to  increase  system 
capacity,  the  FAA  forecasts  that  the  number  of  airports  with 
20,000  hours  or  more  of  delay  per  year  will  increase  to  33  in 
less  than  10  years  —  a  daunting  increase.   This  results  in 
billions  of  dollars  per  year  of  delay  costs  and  lost  productivity 
throughout  the  system.   The  inevitably  lengthy  development  and 
implementation  tasks  to  provide  new  airport  and  airspace  capacity 
justifies  vigorous  effort  now  to  euneliorate  the  already  very 
serious  capacity  shortfall  and  high  delay  costs  at  major 
airports. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  shortcomings  of  our  technical 
infrastructure  and  the  inefficiencies  of  the  ATC  system  are 
costly  to  the  users  of  the  system.   They  create  major  costs  due. 
to  aircraft  delays  and  inadequate  capacity.   Equally  important, 
these  inefficiencies  hurt  the  economic  competitiveness  of  the 
United  States. 

We  believe  the  federal  goverxunent  and  local  and  state  government 
airport  operators  have  the  responsibility  to  look  long-term,  to 
plan,  finance  and  build  not  only  the  airport  and  aviation 
facilities  needed  today,  but  also  those  which  will  be  needed  in 
the  near  and  long-term.   This  is  not  the  same  thing,  however,  as 
a  "build  it  and  they  will  come"  mentality.   It  is  not  surprising 
that  airline  management  —  especially  given  their  current 
predicament  —  look  to  the  short-teirm,  the  next  quarter,  or  in 
the  case  of  some  carriers  in  bankruptcy,  week-to-week.   They  are 
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seeking  a  "quick-fix"  that  might  be  elusive.   With  improvements 
in  the  economy  and  in  air  traffic  demand,  we  must  make   sure  we 
have  anticipated  the  needs  in  the  system  and  built  sufficient 
facilities  and  capacity  to  meet  those  needs.   Some  of  the  seune 
airlines  accusing  airports  of  having  a  "field  of  dreams" 
mentality  are  the  ones,  who,  several  years  ago,  were  before  this 
subcommittee  complaining  about  inadequate  airport  capacity  in  the 
system. 

INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT 

It  generally  teJces  3-7  years  to  undertcUce  and  complete  an  airport 
development  project.   The  extensive  master  planning  process, 
environmental  approvals,  long-term  financing  and  other  actions 
that  must  be  accomplished  medce  it  extremely  difficult  —  and 
certainly  not  cost-effective  —  to  disrupt  or  delay  projects  that 
are  underway.  We  cannot  afford  to  be  shortsighted.   That  is  what 
got  us  into  the  position  we  find  oxirselves  in  today  with 
inadequate  airport  capacity  and  facilities.   Since  deregulation, 
we  as  a  nation  failed  to  provide  adequate  funding  and  means  to 
expand  capacity  as  necessary  to  keep  pace  with  rapid  growth  in 
aviation  that  was  experienced  in  those  years.  We  are  still 
catching  up  even  now,  despite  slower  growth  in  recent  years.   But 
one  thing  we  should  have  learned  by  now  is  that  the  aviation 
business  is  cyclical.   We  will  have  doomed  our  air  transportation 
system  to  perpetual  inadequacy,  inefficiency  and 
unprofitability  if  we  do  not  continue  to  build  and  expand  now 
for  the  needs  of  tomorrow. 
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We  recently  updated  our  airport  capital  development  needs  survey 
and  foiind  that  capital  development  needs  in  the  system  from  all 
sources  of  funding  approximated  $10  billion  a  year  over  the  next 
five  years.   It  is  important  to  note  that  this  is  a  needs 
survey,  not  a  wish-list  of  pie-in-the-sky  airport  directors' 
dreeuns.  These  are  needed  projects.   They  are  real  and  have  real 
benefit.   The  FAA  has  reviewed  the  survey  and  endorsed  its 
results.  Of  the  projects  identified  in  the  survey,  approximately 
60%,  or  $6  billion  annually  were  AIP  eligible  projects.   Yet, 
funding  available  from  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund  for  AIP  —  $1.69 
billion  for  FY94  —  falls  far  short  of  meeting  even  one-third 
of  those  needs. 

In  1990,  the  Congress  passed  legislation  that  authorized  airports 
to  raise  capital  development  funds  directly  from  the  air 
passengers  by  imposing  modest  passenger  facility  charges  (PFCs) 
on  travelers  using  the  airport.   This  was  done  to  help  bridge  the 
gap  between  annual  airport  capital  development  funding  needs  and 
the  inadequate  funding  level  provided  by  the  federal  government. 

PFCs  are  critical  to  provide  airports  with  the  financing  tools 
and  greater  independence  to  respond  to  the  air  traffic  and 
expansion  needs  of  the  airlines  and  the  air  service  needs  of  the 
communities  they  serve.   PFCs  are  building  worthwhile  projects, 
creating  jobs  and  stimulating  business  opportunities  for  the 
airlines  and  many  other  airport-related  businesses.   Without 
PFCs,  many  of  these  projects  would  go  unfunded  or  would  be 
significantly  delayed;  the  long-term  capacity  improvements  and 
benefits  they  would  provide  would  not  be  available  now  when  the 
nation's  economy  needs  it. 
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When  there  is  disagreement  from  the  carriers  over  specific 
airport  PFC  projects  it  is  usually  over  terminal  and  access 
projects.   Although  the  airlines  may  not  perceive  these  types  of 
projects  to  be  of  direct  benefit  to  them,  these  projects  are 
important  and  beneficial  to  air  travelers.  Airport  operators 
must  provide  facilities  that  are  safe,  efficient,  and  in 
compliance  with  federal  mandates  to  get  passengers  to,  through 
and  from  their  airports.   Passengers  pay  federal  ticket  taxes  and 
PFCs  to  contribute  to  the  development  and  improvement  of 
airport  facilities  that  benefit  them  throughout  their  entire 
travel  experience,  not  just  those  facilities  that  are  used  by  the 
airlines. 

Airport  operators  and  airlines  will  not  always  agree  on  the  need 
for,  or  the  scope  or  timing  of  a  particular  airport  development 
project  or  progreun.   Often,  the  individual  tenant  airlines  at  an 
airport  will  not  agree  among  themselves  about  development 
priorities.   This  is  understandable,  since  they  are  competitors 
and  each  has  its  individual  corporate  strategies  and  preferences. 

This  is  precisely  why  AIP  and  PFCs  are  valuable.   Airport 
operators  are  the  public  bodies  entrusted  with  developing  the 
infrastructure  serving  all  elements  of  the  air  transportation 
system.   AIP  grants  and  PFC  programs  enable  them  to  proceed 
with  needed  development  without  first  obtaining  approvals  from 
competing  and  diverse  airline  companies. 

PFCs  must  be  preserved  if  airport  development  in  the  interest 

of  the  overall  transportation  system,  rather  than  of  a  peurticular 

airline  or  group  of  airlines,  is  to  be  met.   Investment  in 
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airport  development  fosters  not  only  a  competitive,  efficient  and 
growing  air  transportation  system.   It  also  contributes  to 
economic  revitalization  and  growth  throughout  the  country. 
Airpoirt  development  creates  jobs,  and  spins  off  broader  economic 
benefits  in  the  localities  and  regions  served  by  the  airport. 
For  each  $1  billion  invested  in  airport  development, 
approximately  40,000  to  50,000  jobs  are  created  and  sustained 
with  related  multiplier  spending  and  tax  revenue  benefits  for 
localities,  states  and  the  federal  government. 

With  the  focus  on  federal  deficit  reduction  and  economic 
revitalization,  ways  must  be  found  to  create  jobs,  ensure  a  sound 
general  economic  recovery,  and  foster  a  healthy  and  growing 
transportation  system.   Investment  in  our  nation's  airports, 
through  user-funded  capital  development  programs,  will  ret\irn 
enormous  dividends  to  citizens,  travelers,  and  shippers,  as  well 
as  to  airlines  and  others  in  the  business  of  air  transportation. 

AIP  FUNDING 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  past  you  have  said  that  transportation 
infrastructure  programs  are  long-term  improvements  and  that 
higher  sustained  funding  levels  for  years  to  come  should  be  the 
goal  for  these  programs.   We  agree  with  you.   Sustained, 
predictable  funding  should  be  what  we  strive  for.   To  that  end, 
airports  request  that  the  AIP  funding  level  be  increased  to  at 
least  $2  billion  a  year,  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1995,  along 
with  5%  atmual  increases. 
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This  sustained,  predictable  funding  will  help  ensiire  that  needed 
projects  are  built  throughout  the  system  and  that  capacity  emd 
congestion  problems  are  addressed,  along  with  safety  and  security 
improvements . 

In  FY94,  the  House  approved  an  AIP  funding  level  of  $1.5 
billion  and  ultimately  agreed  to  a  final  level  for  the  year  of 
$1.69  billion,  which  was  $110  million  lower  than  the  previous 
year.   At  the  time  of  House  consideration  of  the  measure,  the 
leadership  of  the  subcommittee  made  it  clear  that  the  significant 
fvmding  decrease  for  AIP  was  a  one-time  "hit"  to  take  care  of 
an  outlay  problem.  Airports  respectfully  request  that  the 
committee  restore  needed  AIP  funds  for  FY95. 

As  the  subcommittee  is  aware,  despite  your  best  efforts  to 
provide  funding  for  needed  projects,  the  FAA  currently  remains 
unable  to  issue  grants  for  FY94,  due  to  the  expiration  of 
underlying  programmatic  authority,  which  is  yet  to  be  renewed. 
Prospects  for  an  authorization  bill  have  improved  in  recent  weeks 
and  we  anxiously  await  final  floor  action  to  resume  FAA  funding 
for  airport  projects  euround  the  covintry,  particularly  those 
airports  in  the  northern-tier  states,  where  the  construction 
season  is  shorter.   With  the  construction  season  upon  us,  we  are 
hopeful  that  the  critical  funds  you  appropriated  will  be  flowing 
soon . 

FACILITIES  &  EQUIPMENT 

We  look  at  the  FY95  F&E  and  R,E&D  budget  realizing  that  many 
FAA  efforts  which  we  had  hoped  would  produce  major  gains  in 
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capacity  and   productivity  for  the  aviation  user  have  not  come  to 
fruition  on  time  or  within  cost. 

For  Facilities  &  Equipment,  the  Administration  is  requesting 
$2,269  billion,  but  we  believe  this  level,  while  7%  higher  than 
the  FY94  enacted  level,  is  very  stringent.   We  would  like  to 
highlight  several  areas  we  see  as  most  important: 

The  Advanced  Automation  System  program  is  crucial  to  every  aspect 
of  FAA's  system  —  as  well  as  to  airlines,  general  aviation  and 
airports  —  and  must  be  fully  funded.  We  are  well  aware  of  the 
difficulties  which  this  effort  has  encountered,  and  want  to  do 
everything  we  can  to  help  bring  this  important  progrzun  to  useful 
implementation. 

It  is  essential  that  all  pertinent  FAA  F&E  projects  include 
provisions  to  implement  enroute,  terminal  and  airport  surface 
automation  as  well  as  digital  data  communications.   It  is 
important  that  the  FAA  efforts  in  automation  which  are  not 
directly  a  part  of  AAS  go  forward  without  delay.   Such  efforts 
as  terminal  automation  and  flow  management  can  and  must  proceed 
on  their  own,  as  part  of  a  broad  FAA  strategy. 

We  support  the  goverxunent ' s  efforts,  working  in  close  harmony 
with  the  industry,  to  achieve  early  operational  implementation 
and  use  of  satellite  navigation,  GNSS  and  GPS,  and  to  exploit 
the  capabilities  of  this  remarkable  system  to  its  fullest.   We 
also  continue  to  support  the  development  of  simplified  Microwave 
Landing  Systems  for  Category  2  and  3  operations,  even  if  only  as 
an  insurance  policy.   We  strongly  encourage  the  FAA  work  to 
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assess  the  potential  of  GPS/GNSS  for  precision  approach  and 
lamding,  but  we  believe  it  is  not  appropriate  to  stop  work  on 
Category  2  and  3  MLS  development. 

RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  &  DEVELOPMENT 

For  FAA  Research,  Engineering  and  Development,  we  believe  an 
appropriation  of  $300  million  is  justified  for  FY95,  rather 
than  the  requested  $267  million  if  we  are  to  create  the  R&D 
effort  and  the  results  we  need.  We  believe  that  efforts 
important  to  airports,  such  as  the  amelioration  of  the  negative 
impact  of  waJce  vortices,  vital  efforts  to  develop  and  validate  a 
modem  airport  pavement  design  methodology,  airport  surface 
traffic  automation,  and  terminal  automation  will  be  delayed 
without  additional  resources. 


Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  we  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  share  our  views  on  the  critically  importzmt 
funding  issues  faced  by  the  Congress  this  yeeu:  as  it  relates  to 
transportation  in  general,  and  aviation  and  airport  issues  more 
specifically.   He  pledge  our  assistamce  in  moving  the  process 
forward.   Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Price,  You  are  requesting  $2  billion  against  what  you  are 
testifying  is  a  $6  billion  need? 

Mr.  Barclay.  For  a  federally  eligible  need,  yes,  sir.  You  add  to 
that  that  passenger  facility  charges  have  been  an  important  added 
element  to  the  system,  and  they  are  bringing  in  currently  about 
$700  million  a  year. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Barclay,  we  appreciate  your  being  here  today  and 
we  will  give  careful  attention  to  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Barclay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESS 

PETE    WEST,   VICE    PRESIDENT,    GOVERNMENT  AFFAIRS,   NATIONAL 
BUSINESS  AIRCRAFT  ASSOCIATION,  NBAA 

Mr.  Price.  Next,  I  would  like  to  call  Mr.  Pete  West,  who  is  the 
Vice  President  of  Grovemmental  Affairs  for  the  National  Business 
Aircraft  Association. 

Mr.  West,  Welcome. 

Mr.  West.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

NBAA  represents  over  3,300-member  companies  which  own  and 
operate  general  aviation  aircraft  as  an  aid  to  the  conduct  of  their 
business,  or  are  involved  with  business  aviation.  They  earn  annual 
revenues  in  excess  of  $3  trillion  and  employ  more  than  16  million 
personnel  worldwide.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  be- 
fore you  to  present  brief  remarks  about  the  aviation  funding  issues 
that  fall  within  the  subcommittee's  jurisdiction. 

Due  to  the  limited  time,  let  me  summarize  my  testimony  related 
directly  or  indirectly  to  NBAA's  legislative  and  regulatory  agenda 
for  1994.  Before  I  proceed,  I  would  respectfully  request  that 
NBAA's  "Issues  1994"  publication,  which  has  been  provided  to  each 
Member  of  the  subcommittee  and  the  professional  staff  in  advance, 
be  placed  in  the  record  at  this  point  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  be  glad  to  do  that. 

Mr.  West.  As  well  as  the  entire  text  of  my  testimony. 

To  the  extent  this  subcommittee  affects  FAA  reform,  we  believe 
it  important  to  familiarize  you  with  our  members'  views  on  the 
"corporatization"  proposal  that  has  been  promoted  by  the  adminis- 
tration and  viewed  by  many  in  the  aviation  community  as  the  pan- 
acea for  procurement,  personnel,  and  budget  and  funding  reform. 
Although  NBAA  welcomes  the  new  opportunity  that  has  evolved 
during  the  past  few  years  for  reform  of  the  FAA  and  our  national 
aviation  system  in  the  areas  of  procurement,  personnel  and  budget- 
ing and  funding,  and  the  healthy  debate  that  has  been  occurring 
in  this  regard  since  early  last  year,  we  have  serious  doubts  about 
the  "corporatization"  concepts. 

NBAA  has  recommended  FAA  reform,  consistently,  for  many 
years,  and  believes  it  can  be  achieved  through  a  well-conceived  pro- 
gram for  change  within  the  existing  structure.  The  revenue  projec- 
tions of  the  "corporatization"  concepts  are  overestimated;  the  cost 
factors  associated  with  a  Federal  corporation  work  force  are  under- 
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estimated;  and  efficiencies  which  are  expected  cannot  be  guaran- 
teed. It  is  not  as  much  a  structural  problem  as  it  is  a  management 
challenge. 

Furthermore,  how  and  why  did  the  Clinton  administration's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review  determine  that  changing  the  culture  of 
government  service  and  improving  the  government  within  existing 
structures,  called  "Reinventing  Grovemment,"  would  work  through- 
out the  entire  government,  with  the  exception  of  the  FAA? 

Instead,  NBAA  recommends  a  fixed  term  of  five  to  seven  years 
for  the  FAA  Administrator  to  ensure  stability  in  that  position  and 
the  Agency  that  position  is  responsible  for.  We  encourage  regu- 
latory reform  to  eliminate  unduly  burdensome  and,  at  times,  con- 
tradictory rules  and  regulations.  We  support  enhancements  of  the 
FAA's  economic  analysis  capability  to  ensure  an  effective  balance 
between  the  Agenc^s  actions  and  practical  economic  realities.  And 
there  needs  to  be  full  utilization  of  the  advisory  committee  process 
so  that  the  expertise  within  the  aviation  community  can  have  an 
appropriate  effect  on  decisions. 

For  example,  the  work  of  RTCA,  which  needs  this  subcommittee's 
continued  support  so  it  may  assist  the  FAA  and  the  entire  aviation 
community  the  way  it  has  over  the  past  many  years.  These  are  re- 
forms that  can  occur  within  the  existing  structure,  and  we  encour- 
age this  subcommittee  to  consider  our  positions  as  it  fulfills  its  roll. 

NBAA  is  on  record  supporting  multiyear  funding  for  all  FAA  pro- 
grams so  as  to  establish  a  level  of  certainty  as  this  country  endeav- 
ors to  modernize  and  enhance  the  capacity  and  capacity  of  its  air 
transportation  system.  Funding  should  be  timely,  adequate  and 
flexible  to  meet  system  needs  and  consistent  with  the  congressional 
mandate  that  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  revenues  be  used 
solely  for  aviation  purposes.  And  we  would  like  to  commend  this 
subcommittee  for  its  historical  position  against  diversion  of  funds. 

The  airline/airport  fee  dispute  has  affected  the  reauthorization 
process  considerably.  The  moratorium  bill  passed  by  the  Senate 
last  week  has  released  $800  million  for  AJP  spending,  but  more 
work  is  required  to  resolve  this  situation  and  release  the  remaining 
$869  million  that  this  subcommittee  made  available  for  fiscal  year 
1994. 

NBAA  appreciates  the  concerns  of  the  airlines  relative  to  fees 
they  are  charged,  but  we  agree  with  the  Supreme  Court  that  the 
proper  venue  for  dispute  resolution  in  this  regard  is  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  And  we  are  seriously  concerned 
with  the  impact  of  this  situation  on  funding  for  reliever  and  small- 
er airports.  Further,  we  are  concerned  with  the  administration's 
proposal  to  reduce  set-asides  for  reliever  airports  to  be  balanced 
out,  as  they  say,  by  additional  funds  made  available  for  this  pur- 
pose through  PFCs. 

It  does  seem  there  will  be  a  reduction  in  this  area  of  funding. 
This,  combined  with  Congressional  Budget  Office  report  suggesting 
small  reliever  airports,  financed  by  the  FAA  with  expectation  that 
they  would  draw  general  aviation  aircraft  away  from  major  air- 
ports, have  not  done  the  job,  and  arguing  against  Federal  subsidies 
to  these  airports  reflects  limited  recognition  of  the  important  role 
of  small  reliever  airports  in  our  system. 
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The  reliever  airports  concept  has  proven  very  effective  as  evi- 
denced by  the  fact  that  general  aviation  represents  less  than  5  per- 
cent of  the  traffic  at  major  airport  facilities.  The  subcommittee  is 
encouraged  to  show  appreciation  for  these  types  of  airports  and  the 
segments  of  the  aviation  community  they  serve. 

Funds  for  the  aviation  system  should  be  collected  fairly  through 
reasonable  fees.  In  this  regard,  NBAA  believes  that  the  contribu- 
tion of  general  aviation  and  specifically  NBAA-member  companies 
has  not  been  fully  recognized  and  appreciated,  especially  when 
some  suggest  general  aviation  is  not  paying  its  fair  share. 

Although  it  is  difficult  to  expect  that  the  general  public  will  be 
asked  to  contribute  much  more  to  fund  the  aviation  system,  com- 
prehensive and  fair  analysis  and  review  will  probably  suggest  that 
the  general  public,  not  general  aviation,  should  be  carrying  more 
of  the  burden  than  currently.  If  you  consider  the  fact  that  the  bulk 
of  aviation  fuel  taxes  paid  into  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund  and  the 
General  Treasury  are  paid  by  NBAA-member  companies,  and  that 
the  bulk  of  the  revenue  from  the  10  percent  ticket  tax  on  full-fair 
airline  tickets  is  also  paid  by  those  companies,  one  can  understand 
why  we  question  those  who  would  have  us  pay  more  for  the  sys- 
tem. 

The  valuable  contributions  NBAA-member  companies  and  busi- 
ness aviation  make  to  the  Nation's  economy  and  its  transportation 
system  strengthen  the  argument  further.  We  remain  prepared  to 
pay  our  share  as  long  as  we  receive  the  services  we  require  and  the 
services  we  are  paying  for  and  if  we  have  appropriate  representa- 
tion in  the  expenditure  of  those  funds. 

Although  tax  issues  do  not  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  sub- 
committee directly,  we  do  stress  the  importance  of  fairer  tax  treat- 
ment of  the  business  aviation  community  in  a  lot  of  different  areas. 

With  regard  to  enhancing  capacity  and  research  engineering  and 
development,  the  National  Noise  Policy  must  be  preserved,  and 
funding  for  many  valuable  R,E&D  projects  related  to  the  FAA  and 
NASA,  including  noise  technology  research,  should  be  maintained 
at  higher  levels.  The  levels  should  reach  around  $500  million  per 
year  instead  of  the  approximately  $300  million  that  we  are  ap- 
proaching currently  and  has  been  proposed  by  the  administration. 

FAA  should  proceed  with  the  Advanced  Automation  System  pro- 
gram because  the  FAA  in  its  leadership  have  responded  appro- 
priately to  the  recent  cost  overruns  and  we  are  encouraged  that  ef- 
fective results  will  be  forthcoming.  We  strongly  support  rapid  tran- 
sition to  GPS,  but  urge  continued  utilization  of  ILS  technology  as 
GPS  is  phased  in. 

We  also  caution  against  premature  phase  out  of  Loran-C,  be- 
cause Loran-C  may  provide  backup  as  our  Nation  transitions  to  a 
navigation  system  based  on  GPS.  Funding  for  MLS  should  be  com- 
pletely eliminated,  and  we  encourage  appropriations  to  support  re- 
search focused  on  improving  the  ability  of  our  aviation  system  to 
deal  with  the  number  one  safety  hazard  and  cause  of  congestion 
and  delays — weather. 

NBAA  supports  increased  funding  for  the  FAA  certification  and 
harmonization  program  to  improve  it  and  reduce  the  burden  of 
international  regulations  on  U.S.  aviation  interests,  and  funding 
for  increased   staffmg  for  "overseas"  inspection   and   certification 
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services  that  facilitate  international  operations  of  U.S.  aircrsift  op- 
erators. U.S.  business  interests,  including  NBAA-member  compa- 
nies, must  have  the  ability  to  utilize  business  aircraft  in  the  inter- 
national aviation  system  to  compete  in  the  global  marketplace. 

Let  me  quickly  put  in  a  word  of  support  to  the  Greneral  Aviation 
Revitalization  Act.  This  legislation  is  vital  to  the  future  of  our  in- 
dustry and  we  recommend  that  each  of  the  Members  of  this  sub- 
committee review  and  support  the  related  actions  of  your  col- 
leagues Congressmen  Glickman  and  Hansen. 

We  encourage  this  subcommittee  to  provide  funds  to  ensure  fair 
and  equal  access  to  High-Density  Rule  airport  facilities  as  well  as 
the  entire  national  system  of  airports  and  navigable  airspace.  To 
quote  the  "Issues  1994":  "NBAA  views  system  access  as  paramount 
in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  issues  on  the  Association's  1994  legislative 
£ind  regulatory  agenda.  To  ensure  fair  and  equal  access  to  airports 
and  navigable  airspace,  domestically  and  internationally,  NBAA 
advocates  effective  and  rational  reform  of  the  FAA;  healthy  funding 
for  system  capacity,  equipment,  modernization,  operations  and 
management;  fair  and  reasonable  taxes  and  fees;  responsible  envi- 
ronmental laws;  elimination  or  modification  of  conflicting  govern- 
mental action;  international  aviation  policy  respectful  of  all  U.S. 
aviation  interests;  thoughtful  research  and  development;  and  prac- 
tical product  liability  reform." 

To  conclude,  I  have  also  been  provided  a  copy  of  a  brochure  asso- 
ciated with  the  "No  Plane,  No  Gain"  advocacy  program  initiated  by 
NBAA  and  GAMA.  I  respectfully  request  the  brochure  be  placed  in 
the  record  of  the  hearing  at  this  point. 

The  purpose  of  this  advocacy  program  is  to  increase  the  aware- 
ness of  the  value  of  business  aviation  to  the  Nation's  economy  and 
transportation  system.  If  this  community  is  fully  understood,  it  will 
provide  those  who  are  considering  it  for  one  reason  or  another,  in- 
cluding this  subcommittee,  a  clearer  basis  from  which  to  make  re- 
lated decisions. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And,  again,  I  hope  that  the  full  text  of  my  testimony  as  well  as 
the  "Issues  '94"  and  the  brochure  will  be  placed  into  the  record  of 
the  hearing. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  do  that  with  the  exception  of  the  brochure, 
which  we  keep  in  the  Committee's  files.  But  we  will  certainly  put 
the  full  text  of  your  statement  and  supporting  material  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  West.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  I  would  like  to  explore  a  couple  of  matters  with  you 
briefly. 

You  describe  the  "corporatization"  proposal  for  the  FAA,  as  the 
product  of  the  National  Performance  Review.  It  was  also  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  Commission  on  the  Future  of  the  Airline  In- 
dustry. Was  your  point  of  view  not  represented  by  that  Commis- 
sion? 

How  would  you  deal  with  the  arguments  that  the  Commission 
made? 

Mr.  West.  I  will  say  something  about  the  Commission.  We  said 
this  from  day  one,  and  I  will  not  take  up  too  much  time  here,  but 
we  said  this  until  we  were  blue  in  the  face.  We  were  very  con- 
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cemed  when  in  light  of  all  the  work  that  had  been  done  by  the 
aviation  industry  during  the  past  few  years,  you  may  recall,  hope- 
fully, you  recall,  a  document  that  was  produced  by  the  National 
Aviation  Association's  Coalition,  which  represents  the  24 — at  the 
time,  the  24  major  national  aviation  associations,  labor,  manufac- 
turing, the  airlines,  general  aviation,  airports,  consumers,  you 
name,  it  they  were  on  the  Coalition.  And  we  achieved  a  consensus 
and  prepared  a  document  in  response  to  President  Clinton's  re- 
quest for  input  in  terms  of  recovering  the  economy.  It  was  called 
the  Aviation  Agenda  for  Economic  Recovery. 

Those  recommendations  were  out  there  to  cover  problems  that 
were  being  faced  by  the  entire  aviation  community.  One  of  the  re- 
sponses to  that  was  to  establish  a  National  Commission  to  Ensure 
a  Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry,  focusing  mainly  because  of 
the  airlines'  billions  of  dollars  of  losses,  the  focus  was  on  the  air- 
lines. 

The  concern  we  had,  even  though  the  Commission  did  try  to  deal 
with  one  important  general  aviation  issue,  product  liability,  was 
that  the  focus  of  the  Commission — and  you  talk  to  Belisles  or  any- 
body else  on  the  Commission,  they  said  their  main  focus  was  to 
look  at  the  airline  industry. 

The  Commission  came  out  with  this  report:  We  did  not  agree 
with  the  "corporatization"  concepts,  but  we  do  think  they  did  a 
commendable  job  in  terms  of  most  areas.  A  lot  of  it  reflected  some 
of  the  things  that  we  had  proposed  in  the  Coalition  document,  al- 
though, again,  it  was  mainly  focused  on  the  airlines  and  the  airline 
manufacturers. 

The  response  from  the  Clinton  administration  to  that  was  to  es- 
tablish a  Civil  Aviation  Initiative  to  Ensure  a  Strong  Competitive 
Aviation  Industry.  Again,  equating,  we  think,  airlines  to  aviation 
and  aviation  to  airlines;  aviation  is  much  more  than  just  the  air- 
lines. And  so  it  is  not  so  much  the  Commission  did  not  hear  us, 
they  felt  their  responsibility  was,  as  set  by  Congress,  to  look  at  how 
to  help  the  airlines. 

The  response  of  the  Administration  to  the  Commission  report 
was  to  suggest  that  this  was  their  initiative  to  deal  with  all  of  avia- 
tion's problems.  We  wish,  we  encourage  the  administration  to  go 
back  to  the  Coalition  document  and  look  at  the  recommendations 
that  were  made  to  help  the  entire  aviation  community. 

And  so  I  guess  we  feel  slighted,  to  some  degree.  You  can  make 
your  points  over  and  over  again,  but  it  depends  on  how  well  they 
are  being  received  and  what  the  major  focus  is  of  those  who  are 
receiving  it. 

Mr.  Price.  On  the  question  of  funding  for  reliever  airports,  I  am 
very  sjrmpathetic  with  the  case  that  you  make,  probably  because  it 
coincides  with  my  experience  with  the  importance  of  the  general 
aviation  airports  in  relieving  traffic  at  the  big  hub  airports.  That 
has  been  our  experience  in  North  Carolina  and  across  the  country. 

Yet  we  do  seem  to  have  a  problem  making  that  case  more  gen- 
erally. The  FAA  Administrator  last  week  acknowledged  an  inad- 
equate information  base  as  to  the  need  for  reliever  airports  and  the 
impact  of  them  once  they  are  there.  The  CBO,  you  quote,  as  openly 
skeptical  about  these  reliever  airports  doing  what  is  claimed  for 
them. 
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Do  you  have  a  different  or  a  better  information  base  or  are  you 
reflecting  mainly  anecdotal  experience? 

Mr.  West.  Well,  I  think  the  information  base  is  experience,  and 
it  is  healthy  experience  throughout  the  country.  I  think  before  this 
very  subcommittee  a  number  of  years  ago  when  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation Skinner  testified,  he  was  asked  by  one  of  the  Members 
of  this  subcommittee:  Don't  you  want  to  see  smaller  aircraft  not  fly- 
ing into  the  major  hub  airports  or  our  major  airports?  And  he  says: 
Of  course,  however,  in  this  country,  because  of  what  this  country 
stands  for,  we  cannot  eliminate  small  aircraft  from  the  major  hub 
airports  until  we  have  an  adequate  system  of  reliever  airports. 

I  think  if  you  look  at  the  record  of  complexes,  such  as  VFW,  it 
is  a  great  example  of  how  the  major  hub  airport  and  the  reliever 
airports  and  the  smaller  airports  in  that  whole  complex  are  inter- 
dependent on  each  other  in  making  that  whole  complex  flow 
smoothly.  And  I  think  my  question  to  the  CBO,  when  I  saw  the 
CBO  report  in  March,  I  wanted  to  know  who  were  they  talking  to? 
They  never  talked  to  us.  And  I  would  love  to  know  the  resource 
they  used  to  develop  their  doubts  or  curiosities  about  the  reasoning 
for  supporting  reliever  airports. 

We  would  prefer  not  to  go  to  the  major  airports.  I  think  I  can 
speak  for  all  of  general  aviation.  There  are  some  occasions  when 
you  do  need  to  get  into  those  major  airports,  speaking  for  my  air- 
line friends  so  we  can  get  on  their  airline  for  international  flights 
in  most  cases.  But  our  system  of  airports  should  be  open  to  all 
users.  Even  the  user  community  is  aware  of  what  it  takes  to  make 
sure  the  system  runs  smoothly,  and  one  of  those  ways  to  make  it 
run  smoothly  is  to  have  an  adequate  system  of  reliever  airports. 

We  will  be  glad  to  talk  to  CBO  and  Congress  and  anybody  else 
out  there  who  is  analyzing  this  issue  to  relay  to  them  detailed  in- 
formation on  our  experience  airports-to-airports. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much,  we  appreciate  your  being  here 
today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Pete  West  and  NBAA's  "Issues  '94" 
publication  follow:] 
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Mr.  Chainnan,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I  am  Pete  West,  Vice  President, 
Government  Affairs,  for  the  National  Business  Aircraft  Association  (NBAA).  NBAA  represents 
the  aviation  interests  of  over  3,300  companies  which  own  and  operate  general  aviation  aircraft  as 
an  aid  to  the  conduct  of  their  business,  or  are  involved  with  business  aviation.  NBAA  Member 
companies  earn  annual  revenues  in  excess  of  $3  trillion  —  a  number  that  is  about  half  of  the 
Gross  National  Product  —  and  employ  more  than  16  million  people  worldwide.  We  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  present  brief  remarks  about  the  aviation  funding  issues 
that  fall  within  the  Subcommittee's  jurisdiction. 

Due  to  the  limited  time,  let  me  comment  on  just  a  few  key  issues  that  relate  directly  or 
indirectly  to  NBAA's  legislative  and  regulatory  agenda  for  1994.  Before  I  proceed,  I  would 
respectfully  request  that  NBAA's  ISSUES  '94  publication,  which  has  been  provided  to  each 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  and  the  professional  staff  in  advance,  be  placed  in  the  record  of 
this  hearing  at  this  point  in  time. 

To  the  extent  this  Subcommittee  affects  initiatives  to  reform  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA),  we  believe  it  important  to  familiarize  you  with  our  Members'  views  on 
the  "corporatization"  proposal  that  has  been  promoted  by  the  Administration  and  viewed  by 
many  in  the  aviation  commvmity  as  the  panacea  for  procurement,  personnel,  and  budget  and 
funding  reform.  Although  NBAA  welcomes  the  new  opportunity  that  has  evolved  during  the 
past  few  years  for  reform  of  the  FAA  and  our  national  aviation  system  in  these  three  major  areas 
—  and  the  healthy  debate  that  has  been  occurring  in  this  regard  since  early  last  year  —  we  have 
serious  doubts  about  the  "corporatization"  concept. 
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NBAA  has  recommended  FAA  reform,  consistently,  for  many  years,  and  believes  that  it 
can  be  achieved  through  a  well-conceived  program  for  change  within  the  existing  structure.  We 
believe  the  revenue  projections  of  the  corporatization  concept  are  overestimated;  that  the  cost 
factors  associated  with  a  federal  corporation  work  force  are  imderestimated;  and  the  efficiencies 
expected  cannot  be  guaranteed.  It  is  not  as  much  a  structural  problem  as  it  is  a  management 
challenge.  Furthermore,  how  and  why  did  the  Clinton  Administration's  National  Performance 
Review  determine  that  changing  the  culture  of  government  service  and  improving  the 
government  within  existing  structures  (also  called  "Reinventing  Government")  would  work  for 
the  entire  government  with  the  exception  of  the  FAA? 

NBAA  recommends  instead  a  fixed-term  of  5-7  years  for  the  FAA  Administrator  to 
ensure  stability  in  that  position  and  the  agency  that  position  has  responsibility  to  lead.  We 
encourage  regulatory  reform  to  eliminate  unduly  burdensome  and,  at  times,  contradictory  rules 
and  regulations.  (In  that  vein,  we  hope  the  new  regulatory  review  process  in  the  current 
Administration  proves  more  successful  than  the  process  initiated  in  the  previous  Administration.) 
The  Association  supports  enhancement  of  the  FAA's  economic  analysis  capability  to  ensure  an 
effective  balance  between  the  Agency's  actions  and  practical  econoniic  realities.  And,  there 
needs  to  be  full  utilization  of  the  advisory  committee  process  so  that  the  expertise  within  the 
aviation  community  can  have  an  ^propriate  effect  on  the  decisions  made  by  FAA.  (One  specific 
example  is  the  work  of  RTCA  wWch  needs  this  Subcommittee's  continued  support  so  that  it  may 
continue  to  assist  the  FAA  and  the  entire  aviation  community  the  way  it  has  over  the  years.) 
Again,  these  are  reforms  that  can  occur  within  the  existing  structure  and  we  encourage  this 
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Subcommittee  to  consider  our  positions  as  it  fulfills  its  role  in  this  key  aviation  issue  area. 

Fiscal  Year  1 995  appropriations  will  obviously  focus  on  proper  funding  levels  for  FAA 
programs  once  they  are  authorized.  NBAA  is  on  record  supporting  multi-year  fianding  for  all 
FAA  programs  so  as  to  establish  a  level  of  certainty  as  this  country  endeavors  to  modernize  and 
enhance  the  capability  and  capacity  of  its  air  transportation  system.  To  quote  ISSUES  '94, 
"Funding  should  be  timely,  adequate  and  flexible  to  meet  system  needs  and  consistent  with  the 
Congressional  mandate  that  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  revenues  be  used  solely  for  aviation 
purposes."  At  this  point,  we  would  like  to  commend  this  Subcommittee  for  its  historical  position 
against  the  diversion  of  funds. 

As  you  know,  the  airline/airport  fee  dispute,  which  is  basically  in  response  to  the 
Supreme  Court's  decision  on  Kent  County,  has  affected  the  reauthorization  process  considerably. 
The  "moratorium"  bill  passed  by  the  Senate  last  week  has  released  $800  million  for  Airport 
Improvement  Program  (AIP)  spending,  but  more  work  will  be  required  to  resolve  this  situation 
so  as  to  release  the  remaining  $869  million  that  this  Subcommittee  played  a  key  role  in  making 
available  for  AIP  in  Fiscal  Year  1 994.  First,  with  regard  to  the  dispute,  NBAA  appreciates  the 
concerns  of  the  airlines  relative  to  the  fees  they  are  charged,  but  we  agree  with  the  Supreme 
Court  that  the  proper  venue  for  dispute  resolution  is  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 
Secondly,  the  Association  is  seriously  concerned  with  the  impact  of  this  situation  on  fianding  for 
reliever  and  smaller  airports.  On  the  latter  point,  we  are  concerned  with  the  Administration's 
proposal  to  reduce  set-asides  for  reliever  airports  which  DOT  officials  say  will  be  "balanced  out" 
to  some  degree  by  additional  funds  made  available  for  this  purpose  through  Passenger 
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Facilitation  Charges  (PFCs).  Whatever  the  case,  it  seems  there  will  be  a  reduction  in  this  area  of 
funding.  This,  combined  with  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  report  that  "small  reliever 
airports,  financed  by  the  FAA  wdth  expectation  that  they  would  draw  general  aviation  aircraft 
away  from  major  airports,  have  not  done  so  —  thus  some  would  argue  against  federal  subsidies 
to  these  airports,"  reflects  limited,  if  any,  recognition  at  the  highest  levels  of  government  of  the 
important  role  of  small  reliever  airports  in  our  system.  In  fact,  the  reliever  airport  concept  has 
proven  every  effective  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  general  aviation  represents  less  than  5  per 
cent  of  the  traffic  at  major  airport  facilities  (the  DFW  complex  is  a  specific  example).  The 
Subcommittee  is  encouraged  to  show  appreciation  for  these  types  of  airports  and  the  segments  of 
the  aviation  community  they  serve  when  determining  Fiscal  Year  1995  appropriations. 

Funds  for  the  aviation  system  should  be  collected  fairly  and  various  fees  should  be  set  at 
reasonable  levels.  Although  it  has  been  suggested  that  general  aviation  doesn't  pay  its  fair  share, 
NBAA  believes  that  the  contribution  of  general  aviation,  and  specifically  NBAA  Member 
companies,  has  not  been  fiilly  recognized  and  appreciated.  In  light  of  political  realities, 
however,  it  is  difficult  to  assume  or  exjject  that  the  general  public  will  be  asked  by  the 
Administration  or  Congress  to  contribute  much  more,  if  anymore,  to  fund  the  aviation  system, 
although  comprehensive  and  fair  analysis  and  review  will  probably  suggest  that  the  general 
public,  not  general  aviation,  should  be  carrying  more  of  the  burden  than  currently.  But,  if  you 
consider  the  fact  that  the  bulk  of  the  aviation  fuel  taxes  paid  into  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund  and  the 
General  Treasury  are  paid  by  NBAA  Member  companies  and  that  the  bulk  of  the  revenue  from 
the  10  per  cent  ticket  tax  on  full  fare  airline  tickets  is  also  paid  by  those  companies,  it  would  be 
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understandable  why  we  question  those  who  would  have  us  pay  more  for  the  system.  Add  to  that 
the  valuable  contributions  NBAA  Member  companies  and  business  aviation  make  to  the  nation's 
economy  and  its  transportation  system,  the  argimient  is  further  strengthened.  Having  observed 
this,  we  are  still  prepared  to  pay  our  share,  as  long  as  we  receive  the  services  we  require  and  the 
services  we  are  paying  for  and  if  we  have  appropriate  representation  in  the  expenditure  of  related 
funds. 

There  are  a  number  of  tax  issues  on  our  annual  agenda  that,  obviously,  don't  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Subcommittee.  However,  in  general,  we  do  stress  the  importance  of  fairer 
tax  treatment  of  the  business  aviation  community.  One  example  of  our  concern  in  this  regard  is 
the  fiiel  tax  increase  approved  by  Congress  last  year  which  exempted  the  airlines  because  of  their 
plight.  The  general  aviation  industry  is  subject  to  the  tax  increase  despite  its  plight.  A  better 
imderstanding  of  the  value  of  this  form  of  transportation  might  have  led  to  similar  treatment  for 
general  aviation.  Another  unfair  situation  may  be  in  the  wings.  Recently,  we  were  made  aware 
of  a  proposal  under  consideration  that  would  establish  an  annual  fee  for  business  aircraft 
(turbo-props  and  jets)  to  help  fund  the  Air  Traffic  Control  (ATC)  system  —  if  the  system  is 
corporatized  or,  possibly,  even  if  it  remains  within  the  FAA.  This  is  similar,  with  the  exception 
of  the  sole  focus  on  business  aircraft,  to  the  general  aviation  aircraft  registration  fee  proposal  that 
arose  but  dissolved  in  Congress  last  year.  Again,  fairness  is  our  goal. 

This  Subconmiittee  also  appropriates  funds  to  enhance  capacity  and  support  research, 
engineering  and  development  (R,E&D).  The  National  Noise  Policy  and  the  positive  effect  it  has 
had  on  the  capacity  of  the  system  must  be  preserved.  And,  fimding  for  many  valuable  R,E&D 
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projects  related  to  the  FAA  and  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA), 
including  noise  technology  research,  should  be  maintained  at  higher  levels  —  the  level  should 
reach  $500  million  per  year,  instead  of  the  {^proximately  $300  million  level  proposed  by  the 
Clinton  Administration.  Specifically,  NBAA  believes  FAA  should  proceed  with  the  Advanced 
Automation  System  (AAS)  program,  despite  the  cost  overruns  that  have  been  highlighted 
recently,  because  the  FAA  and  its  leadership  have  responded  appropriately  to  the  situation  and 
we  are  encouraged  that  effective  results  will  be  forthcoming.  We  strongly  support  rapid 
transition  to  GPS,  but  urge  continued  utilization  of  ILS  technology  as  GPS  is  phased  in.  We  also 
caution  against  premature  phase-out  of  Loran  C  —  indeed,  Loran  C  may  provide  back-up  as  our 
nation  transitions  to  a  navigation  system  based  on  GPS.  Funding  for  MLS  should  be  completely 
eliminated.  And,  finally,  we  encourage  appropriations  to  support  research  focused  on  improving 
the  ability  of  our  aviation  system  to  deal  with  the  number  one  safety  hazard  and  cause  of 
congestion  and  delays  —  weather. 

In  the  international  aviation  arena,  NBAA  supports  increased  fimding  for  the  FAA 
certification  and  harmonization  program  to  improve  it  and  reduce  the  burden  of  international 
regulations  on  U.S.  aviation  interests.  We  also  recommend  funding  for  increased  staffing  of 
"overseas"  inspection  and  certification  services  tliat  facilitate  international  operations  of  U.S. 
aircraft  operators.  Specifically,  it  is  important  that  U.S.  business  interests,  including  NBAA 
Member  companies,  have  the  ability  to  utilize  business  aircraft  in  the  international  aviation 
system  to  compete  in  the  global  marketplace. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  utilize  this  opportunity  to  encourage  the  support  of  the 
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members  of  this  Subcommittee  for  the  General  Aviation  Revitalization  Act  which  was  approved 
91-8  by  the  Senate  a  few  weeks  ago.  This  legislation  is  vital  to  the  future  viability  and  growth  of 
the  general  aviation  industry  and  NBAA  recommends  that  each  of  you  review  and  support  the 
related  actions  of  your  colleagues  Representatives  Dan  Glickman  (D-KS)  and  Jim  Hansen 
(R-UT). 

This  month,  NBAA  will  be  submitting  comments  to  the  FAA  which  is  exploring  the 
viability  of  the  High  Density  Rule  (HDR)  and  the  experience  the  aviation  community  has  had 
with  the  HDR  airports.  We  encourage  this  Subcommittee  to  provide  funds  to  ensure  fair  and 
equal  access  to  these  airport  facilities,  as  well  as  the  entire  national  system  of  airports  and 
navigable  airspace.  To  quote  ISSUES  '94  once  again,  "NBAA  views  system  access  as  paramount 
in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  issues  on  the  Association's  1994  legislative  and  regulatory  agenda.  To 
ensure  fair  and  equal  access  to  airports  and  navigable  airspace  (domestically  and  internationally), 
NBAA  advocates  effective  and  rational  reform  of  the  FAA;  healthy  fimding  for  system  capacity, 
equipment,  modemization,  operations  and  management;  fair  and  reasonable  taxes  and  fees; 
responsible  environmental  laws;  elimination  or  modification  of  conflicting  governmental  action; 
international  aviation  policy  respectfiil  of  all  U.S.  aviation  interests;  thoughtfiil  research  and 
development;  and  practical  product  liability  reform." 

To  conclude,  you  have  also  been  provided  a  copy  of  a  brochure  associated  with  the  No 
Plane.  No  Gain,  advocacy  program  initiated  by  NBAA  and  the  General  Aviation  Manufacturers 
Association  (GAMA).  I  would,  once  again,  respectfully  request  that  the  brochure  be  placed  into 
the  record  of  this  hearing  at  this  point.  The  purpose  of  this  advocacy  program  is  to  increase  the 
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awareness  of  the  value  of  business  aviation  to  the  nation's  economy  and  transportation  system. 
As  mentioned  earlier,  if  this  community  is  fully  understood  it  will  provide  those  who  are 
considering  it  for  one  reason  or  another,  including  this  Subcommittee,  a  clearer  basis  from  which 
to  make  related  decisions. 
Thank  you. 
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Introduction 

President  Ginton  has  issued  a  clarion  call  for 
change  to  ensure  the  viabihty  and  growth  of  our 
nation.  The  National  Business  Aircraft  Association- 
(^fBAA)  views  this  as  a  capital  opportunity  to  affect 
change  related  to  aviation  and  to  represent  the  vital 
role  of  the  business  aviation  community. 

^fBAA's  legislative  and  regulatory  agenda, 
presented  in  Issues  '94,  details  key  issues  die 
Association  will  be  facing  as  it  endeavors  to  take  fiill 
advant^e  of  this  opportunity  In  Issues  '94,  we 
ouUine  the  position  of  the  Membership  relative  to 
each  challenge. 

Specifically,  NBAA  will  continue  it's  leadership 
role  on  issues  ranging  from  the  reform  of  the  FAA  to 
the  tax  treatment  of  business  aircraft  to  system 
access.  And  we  will  focus  on  satisfying  Member 
needs  and  furthering  die  cause  of  business  aviation 
consistent  with  NBAA's  vision  of  being  the  effective 
force  for  improving  safety,  efficiency  and  acceptance 
of  business  aviation. 

An  improving  economy,  lower  than  anticipated 
federal  deficits,  higher  investor  expectations, 
increased  flight  activity  and  replacement  of  and 
additions  to  aircraft  fleets  by  the  business  commu- 
nity have  created  a  positive  and  entiiusiastic  environ- 
ment for  efforts  related  to  this  ^enda. 


U/  ^^-^  ^ 


JohnW.Olcott 
President 
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Affecting  Change 


Representing  Business  Aviation's  Vital  Role 
FAA  Reform 

t     CORPOR.\TIZATION 

t     FAA  AdMIMSTR/\TOR  EPHEaiVFAESS 

t    Regllatory  Reform 

t    Economic  Analysis  CvPABiLin 

t   Advisory  Commihee  Process 

FAA  Funding 

t    Re:althorization 

♦  Fair  Share 

♦  Affiluted  Grolt  Exemption 
t    EMm  Sf:w  Rue 

t  Fl>:l  Taxes 

t  Sales  and  Use  Tues 

t  Personal  Property  Taxes 

t  Aircraft  Registration  Fees 

Environmental  Concerns 

t    National  Noise  Pouo' 

t    Environmental  Proteqion  Agenct 

Conflict  Resolution 
International  Interests 
Research  and  Development 
Statute  of  Repose 
System  Access 
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FAA  Reform 

CORPORATIZATION 

ISSUE:  The  Clinton  Administration  proposes 
establishment  of  a  federal  corporate  entity  to 
manage  and  fiind  the  Air  Traffic  Control  (ATC) 
system.  Although  there  is  support  from  certain 
segments  of  the  aviation  community  for  this 
"corporatization"  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion (FAA),  key  Congressional  aviation  officials  are 
opposed  to  the  proposal  and  have  expressed  an 
interest  in  working  with  NBAA,  and  others  who  have 
doubts  about  the  proposal,  for  effective  reform  of 
the  FAA. 

POSITION:  NBAA  has  recommended  FAA  reform 
for  many  years  due  to  concerns  with  the  impact  of 
pohtics  on  the  related  budgeting  process,  inefficient 
procurement  procedures,  and  unproductive 
personnel  constraints.  NBAA  doubts  that  a  corpo- 
rate structure  will  be  effective  in  confronting  these 
problems  associated  with  the  FAA  and  the  national 
air  transportation  system.  The  Association  beheves 
solutions  can  be  found  through  a  strong,  well- 
conceived  program  of  reform  developed  through 
healthy  debate  of  related  issues  before  appropriate 
Administration,  Congressional  and  industry  forums. 
Accomphshing  much-needed  political,  procurement 
and  personnel  reforms  should  be  the  focus  of  our 
collective  energies  and  wisdom,  not  a  predeter- 
mined method  for  doing  so. 
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FAA  ADMINISTRATOR 
EFFECTIVENESS     '•- 

ISSUE:  There  have  been  eleven  FAA  admini§trators 
in  the  past  fifteen  years,  and  those  who  have* held  the 
position  have  been  hmited  in  their  authority  and 
control  of  the  agency.  This  has  hmited  the  abihty  of 
the  agency  Xo productively  accompUsh  its  mission. 

POSITION:  NBAA  asserts  that  effective  reform 
must  include  a  multi-year  (five  to  seven  years)  fixed 
term  for  the  FAA  Administrator,  combined  with 
appropriate  empowerment,  to  ensure  stabifity  in 
leadership  and  direction  at  the  agency. 


REGIMTORY  REFORM 

ISSUE:  The  FAA  regulatory  process  has  been 
unnecessarily  burdensome  to  the  aviation  industry. 
Further,  this  process  has  been  too  slow  in  establish- 
ing a  number  of  much-needed  rules  and  proce- 
dures. 

POSITION:  NBAA  supports  modification  and 
elimination  of  inappropriate  or  obsolete  regulations. 
The  Association  encourages  the  FAA  to  make 
decisions  on  pending  and  future  rules  and  proce- 
dures in  a  more  timely  manner,  and  ensure  they  are 
based  upon  documented  and  practical  analysis  and 
significant  user  input.  NBAA  is  hopeful  that  the  new 
DOT/FAA  regulatory  review  process  will  serve  as  a 
vehicle  for  reform. 
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ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  CAPABIUTY 

ISSUE:  In  some  cases,  FAA  regulations  have 
resulted  in  financial  difficulties  for  the  aviation 
industry  reflecting  Umited  attention  to  the  economic 
ramifications  of  the  agency's  actions. 

POSITION:  NBAA  recommends  enhancement  of 
the  FAA's  economic  analysis  capability  to  ensure 
existing  and  future  regulations  are  justified  on  a 
cost/benefit  basis. 


ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  PROCESS 

ISSUE:  The  Chnton  Administration  has  stressed  the 
importance  of  government/industry  partnerships  to 
help  "create  a  government  that  works  better  and 
costs  less."  The  advisory  committee  process,  which 
allows  direct  involvement  of  the  user  community  in 
FAA  decision-making,  has  been  effective  when 
utilized.  However,  the  value  of  this  approach  has 
not  always  been  recognized. 

POSITION:  >fBAA  encourages  full  utiUzation  of  the 
advisory  committee  process  to  ensure  the  insight 
and  expertise  of  various  segments  of  the  aviation 
community  are  considered  and  reflected  in  deci- 
sions made  by  DOT  and  FAA. 

FAA  Funding      

REAUTHORIZATION 

ISSUE:  Reauthorization  of  FAA  programs  is  a  high 
priority  for  the  Administration,  Congress,  and  the 
aviation  industry  this  year.  Legislative  measures  to 
accompUsh  this  objective  are  focused  on  multi-year 
hinding  for  Facihties  and  Equipment  (F&E),  Re- 
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search,  Engineering  and  Development  (R,E&D),  and 
the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) .  Authori- 
zation for  E\A  Operations  and  Maintenance  (O&M) 
is  also  being  addressed. 

POSITION:  NBAA  supports  multi-year  ftinding  for 
all  E\A  programs  to  modernize  and  enhance  the 
capacity  of  the  air  transportation  system.  Funding 
should  be  timely,  adequate  and  flexible  to  meet 
system  needs  and  consistent  with  the  Congressional 
mandate  that  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  rev- 
enues be  used  solely  for  aviation  purposes. 


FAIR  SHARE 

ISSUE:  The  general  aviation  community,  including 
business  aviation,  contributes  to  the  Airport  and 
<•  Ai;cway  Trust  Fund  through  payment  of  fuel  taxes.  It 
has  been  suggested  that  this  does  not  represent 
general  aviation's  fair  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
national  air  transportation  system.  The  issue  of  who 
should  pay  what  share  of  the  costs  of  the  system  is  a 
debate  that  may  evolve  during  the  year. 

POSITION:  NBAA  Member  Companies  are  willing 
to  pay  their  fair  share  of  the  costs  of  the  system  as 
long  as  they  are  funding  only  those  services  re- 
quired, they  have  input  into  what  services  are 
provided,  and  if  those  services  are  provided 
effectively  and  efficiendy  The  Association  recom- 
mends that  the  vital  role  of  general  aviation  in  the 
nation's  air  transportation  system  and  the  economy 
be  taken  into  account  when  considering  the 
industry's  fair  share,  as  well.  Further,  comprehen- 
sive and  fair  analysis  and  review  will  probably 
suggest  that  the  general  pubhc,  not  general  aviation, 
should  be  carrying  more  of  the  burden  than  it 
currently  does. 
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Taxes 

AFFILIATED  GROUP  EXEMPTION 

ISSUE:  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  Code 
exempts  companies  classified  as  an  "affiliated 
group"  from  remitting  the  transportation  tax  on 
intercompany  chargebacks;  allowing  payment  of  the 
ftiel  tax  instead.  However,  if  payment  for  air 
transportation  is  accepted  from  an  outside  source 
this  exemption  is  compromised.  Different  tax 
treatment  of  affiliated  groups  and  other  corpora- 
tions is  contrary  to  Congressional  intent  and  creates 
a  tax  hability  trap  for  unsuspecting  businesses. 

POSITION:  NBAA  supports  consistent  interpreta- 
tion and  clarification  of  the  Affiliated  Group  Exemp- 
tion to  apply  on  a  flight-by-flight  basis. 


EMPTY  SEAT  RULE 

ISSUE:  Current  IRS  rules  require  that  at  least  fifty 
per  cent  of  a  corporate  aircraft  be  utilized  by 
business  passengers  before  any  non-business 
passengers  can  travel  without  incurring  a  tax 
liabihty.  This  regulation  is  confusing  and  burden- 
some for  taxpayers  and  has  failed  to  increase 
revenues. 

POSITION:  NBAA  supports  modification  of  this 
rule  to  allow  that  for  every  employee  traveling  on 
business,  one  non-business  passenger  (employee, 
spouse  or  dependent  child)  may  travel  without 
incurring  a  tax  liability. 
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FUEL  TAXES 

ISSUE:  Fuel  taxes  are  imposed  on  aviation  at  all 
levels  of  government,  usually  in  the  form  of  an 
excise  tax  and,  in  some  states,  a  sales  tax.  The 
federal  government  and  approximately  thirty  states 
dedicate  all  or  a  portion  of  such  taxes  for  aviation 
purposes. 

POSITION:  NBAA  recommends  that  these  fuel 
taxes  be  imposed  fairly  and  equitably  and  that 
revenue  collected  always  be  dedicated  and  used  for 
aviation  purposes. 


SALES  AND  USE  TAXES 

*"tSSUE;*5tates  allow  for  certain  types  of  operators 
to  be  exempt  from  payment  of  sales  and  use  taxes 
on  the  purchase  of  aircraft.  While  these  exemptions 
usually  apply  to  commercial  (FAR  Part  121  and 
certain  Part  135)  operators,  there  are  many  cases  of 
discrimination  against  on-demand  FAR  Part  135 
operator. 

POSITION:  NBAA  believes  sales  and  use  tax  laws 
should  be  imposed  fairly  on  all  categories  and 
classes  of  aircraft  users. 


PERSONAL  PROPERTY  TAXES 

ISSUE:  Several  local  governments  impose  personal 
property  taxes  on  aircraft.  These  taxes  vary  greatly 
from  community  to  community.  In  some  instances, 
the  rate  of  personal  property  taxes  discourages 


287 

aircraft  owners  from  basing  their  aircraft  at  certain 
airports. 

POSITION:  NBAA  asserts  that  any  personal 
property  taxes  imposed  by  local  governments  be  fair 
and  reasonable. 


AIRCRAFT  REGISTRAnON  FEES 

ISSUE:  Although  proposed  increases  in  federal 
registration  fees  for  general  aviation  aircraft  were 
recently  averted,  the  potential  exists  for  further 
consideration  this  year.  In  addition,  approximately 
twenty-five  states  impose  some  form  of  aircraft 
registration  fee  on  general  aviation  aircraft  to  fund 
general  aviation  projects. 

POSITION:  NBAA  believes  arbitrary  and  unjustifi- 
able increases  in  federal  registration  fees  for  general 
aviation  aircraft  would  be  detrimental  to  the  viabihty 
of  the  general  aviation  community.  Further,  existing 
state  registration  fees  should  remain  reasonable  and 
be  dedicated  to  aviation. 


Environmental  Concerns 

NATIONAL  NOISE  POUCY 

ISSUE:  The  Airport  Noise  and  Capacity  Act  of  1990 
estabhshed  the  National  Noise  Policy  and  embodies 
rules  for  community  aircraft  noise  restrictions.  In 
addition,  it  provides  direction  with  regard  to  the 
"phase  out"  of  Stage  II  aircraft  over  75,000  pounds. 
However,  there  are  still  threats  to  the  debcate 
balance  between  users  of  the  national  air  transpor- 
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tation  system  and  local  airport  communities 
impacted  by  aircraft  noise. 

POSITION:  NBAA  stresses  the  importance  of 
preserving  the  integrity  of  the  National  Noise  Policy 
and  encourages  the  FAA  to  continue  strong  enforce- 
ment of  related  rules  and  regulations. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

ISSUE:  Restrictions  on  aircraft  emissions  are  being 
imposed  and  considered  on  the  federal  and  state 
level  to  ensure  compliance  with  air  quahty  standards 
established  by  the  EPA  and  implemented  and 
enforced  by  related  state  agencies.  Likewise,  airport 
autfiorities  are  now  subject  to  EPA  clean  water 
regulations  (storm  water  discharge  permit  actions) 
affecting  all  airport  tenants,  as  well  as  provisions  to 
protect  wetland  areas  which  may  inhibit  runway 
ejq)an^iotto  .  a** 

POSITION:  NBAA  asserts  that  these  regulations 
must  achieve  a  balance  between  preservation  of  the 
environment  and  the  abihty  of  the  aviation  commu- 
nity to  effectively  utilize  the  national  air  transporta- 
tion system. 

CoNFUCT  Resolution 

ISSUE:  Federal  and  state  agencies  have  generated 
regulations  that  conflict.  Conflicts  exist  between  the 
FAA  and  IRS  as  to  die  definition  of  commercial 
aviation;  the  FAA  and  the  Departments  of  Energy  and 
Interior  relative  to  airspace,  and  die  FAA  and  die 
Federal  Communications  Commission  regarding 
construction  of  radio  towers.  Some  situations  exist 
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which  render  it  impossible  to  comply  with  regula- 
tions from  more  than  one  agency. 

POSITION:  NBAA  believes  conflicting  regulations 
should  be  clarified  or  eliminated  quickly  if  not 
immediately  We  urge  a  process  be  estabhshed  to  . 
ensure  timely  and  efi'ective  resolution  of  conflict  in 
matters  of  joint  or  overlapping  jurisdiction  by 
federal  and  state  agencies. 

International  Interests 

ISSUE:  The  business  aviation  community  is 
threatened  by  barriers  to  access  which  are  in  place 
or  being  contemplated  for  various  reasons  world- 
wide. Further,  U.S.  international  aviation  pohcy 
does  not  always  consider  the  needs  of  the  entire 
aviation  community,  including  business  aviation. 

POSITION:  NBAA  stresses  the  need  for  fair  and 
equal  access  to  the  global  aviation  environment  to 
ensure  businesses  are  able  to  compete  economically 
in  the  fast-paced  global  marketplace.  The  Associa- 
tion urges  Congressional  and  Administration 
officials  to  protect  and  enhance  the  rights  of  the 
business  community  to  use  U.S. -registered  aircraft 
worldwide. 

Research  &  Development 

ISSUE:  The  nation's  air  transportation  system 
places  demands  on  the  FAA  in  die  area  of  air  traffic 
management  and  control  as  well  as  noise  and 
emissions.  The  FAA  requires  an  adequate  hinding 
level  to  keep  pace  with  technological  advances. 

POSITION:  NBAA  recommends  increasing  annual 
funding  of  the  FAA's  R,E&D  program  to  the  $500 
miUion  level  in  the  near  future  to  affect  air  traffic 
control  and  environmental  considerations  as  well  as 
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to  facilitate  certification  and  safety  oversight  of 
emerging  technologies  in  aircraft  manufacture  and 
operations.  The  Association  also  encour^es  close 
coordination  between  NASA  and  FAA  to  estabUsh 
more  timely  and  eflScient  certification  of  advanced 
aviation  technology. 

Stmjte  of  Repose 

ISSUE:  The  General  Aviation  Revitalization  Act  of 
1993  (H.R.  3087  and  S.  1458)  provides  that  no  civil 
action  for  harm  resulting  &*om  a  general  aviation 
accident  can  be  brought  against  a  general  aviation 
manufacturer  if  the  accident  occurred  more  than 
fifteen  years  from  die  date  of  dehvery  of  an  aircraft. 
The  existing  product  fiability  system  has  resulted  in 
a  significant  rise  in  unit  costs  of  general  aviation 
aircraft  due  to  diminished  production,  the  loss  of 
this  country's  lead  in  fight  aircraft  manufacturing, 
Umited  availabifity  of  parts  for  older  aircraft,  and  a 
reduction  in  industry  employment  by  half. 

POSITION:  NBAA  supports  enactment  of  this 
legislation,  which  has  broad  and  substantial  Con- 
gressional support.  If  a  product  has  functioned 
satisfactorily  for  fifteen  years,  it  has  demonstrated 
that  its  original  design  is  not  defective  and  therefore 
should  not  be  subject  to  a  liabifity  suit.  Satisfactory 
service  over  a  long  period  should  be  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  product  reflected  the  existing  state- 
of-die-art  and  diat  the  manufacturer  met  the  legal 
obligation  to  provide  an  appropriate  design  at  the 
time  of  dehvery  Enactment  of  H.R.  3087  and 
S.1458  will  help  revitafize  the  general  aviation 
industry. 
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System  Access 


ISSUE:  Congress  has  mandated  that  there  be  fair 
and  equal  access  to  the  nation's  airports  and 
navigable  airspace.  However,  system  access  has 
been  threatened  in  the  past  and  potential  exists  for 
further  attempts  to  Umit  or  restrict  access  in  the 
future. 

POSITION:  NBAA  views  system  access  as  para- 
mount in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  issues  on  the 
Association's  1994  legislative  and  regulatory  agenda. 
To  ensure  fair  and  equal  access  to  airports  and 
navigable  airspace  (domestically  and  internation- 
ally) .  NBAA  advocates  effective  and  rational  reform 
of  the  FAA;  healthy  hinding  for  system  capacity, 
equipment,  modernization,  operations  and  man^e- 
ment;  fair  and  reasonable  taxes  and  fees;  respon- 
sible environmental  laws;  eUmination  or  modifica- 
tion of  conflicting  governmental  action;  international 
aviation  pohcy  respectful  of  all  U.S.  aviation  inter- 
ests; thoughtful  research  and  development;  and 
practical  product  liabihty  reform. 
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NBAA  Issues  '93  Successes 

*y  Repeal  of  Luxury  Tax,  which  stimulated  aircraft 
investment  and  reflected  recognition  of  business 
aviation's  contributions  to  productivity. 

►f   Positive  reaction  to  NBAA's  call  for  clarification 
of  Affiliated  Group  Exemption,  which  resulted  in 
real  opportunities  for  this  issue  in  second 
session  of  103rd  Congress. 

'^   Congressional  reaffirmation  of  opposition  to 
diversion  of  funds  from  Aviation  Trust  Fund. 

*>   Prevention  of  enactment  by  Congress  of  new 
increased  general  aviation  fees. 

•>■   Increased  support  for  Statute  of  Repose  legisla- 
tion in  the  House  of  Representatives  (274  co- 
sponsors)  and  Senate  (50  co-sponsors). 

>>   Positive  reaction  by  Congressional  leaders  to  FAA 
reform  in  areas  of  Politics,  Procurement  and 
Personnel. 

*>-   Reinforcement  of  National  Noise  Policy  in  various 
public  docunieois,  including  Airline  Commission 
repo£^^    *'"- 

>>•   Withdrawal  of  new  landing  fee  proposal  by 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport). 

*f   Support  for  Congressional  appropriations 
process,  which  resulted  in  $l69  million  for 
reliever  airports. 

*y   Leadership  role  with  National  Aviation  Associa- 
tions Coalition  and  participation  in  other 
coalitions,  FAA  Challenger  Series,  and  various 
advisory  committees,  which  continued  incremen- 
tal process  of  encouraging  and  developing 
concepts  to  achieve  air  traffic  modernization. 

*>■   Funding  for  research  and  development  main- 
tained, and  enhanced  FAA/NASA  working  rela- 
tionship on  general  aviation  technology  through 
key  role  in  related  NASA  task  force. 

'f   Statements  concerning  improvement  and 
standardization  of  global  air  traffic  systems 
reflected  in  Airline  Commission  report  and 
federal  government  policy. 

»>   Positive  meetings  with  officials  of  Joint  Aviation 
Authorities  in  Europe  and  aviation  representa- 
tives from  China  and  Japan. 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESS 

MICHAEL  F.  McANAW,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  AIR 
TRAFFIC  SPECIALISTS,  NAATS 

Mr.  Price.  Next,  we  will  hear  from  Michael  McAnaw,  President, 
National  Association  of  Air  Traffic  Specialists,  NAATS. 

We  appreciate  your  being  here  today. 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Thank  you.  This  is  my  first  time,  so  I  am  kind  of 
nervous. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is 
Michael  McAnaw,  and  I  am  an  air  traffic  controller  at  Automated 
Flight  Service  Station,  McMinnville,  Oregon.  Also,  I  am  the  Presi- 
dent of  NAATS,  the  National  Association  of  Air  Traffic  Specialists, 
so  this  makes  me  the  only  operationally  current,  full-performance- 
level  specialist  that  is  also  a  union  officer  in  the  FAA. 

On  behalf  of  nearly  3,000  men  and  women  who  provide  pilot 
weather  briefing,  flight  plan  handling  and  services  to  the  flying 
public,  mostly  to  general  aviation,  I  am  honored  to  provide  these 
comments  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  add  a  copy 
of  our  written  remarks  incorporated  in  the  proceedings  today,  and 
also  I  will  offer  a  few  comments  to  address  what  I  have  heard  from 
Mr.  Hinson's  testimony  last  week,  which  is  not  included  in  this. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  include  that  in  the  record. 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Last  week.  Administrator  Hinson  discussed  the 
FAA  budget.  And  in  looking  at  the  numbers,  I  feel  that  the  flight 
service  operational  budget  should  be  addressed  or  looked  into  to  in- 
crease in  certain  fields,  which  is  a  major  concern  to  the  specialists 
in  the  field  that  deal  with  briefing  the  pilots. 

Updating  the  flight  service  color  graphics  system;  we  have  two 
different  systems  in  the  field  and  both  of  them  are  not  compatible 
with  the  NEXRAD  weather  radar  system  now  coming  on  line 
across  the  country.  I  also  would  like  to  see  an  increase  possibly  in 
the  operation  funds  of  the  Automated  Flight  Service  Station.  The 
FAA  is  presently  doing  a  study  to  part-time  Automated  Flight 
Service  Station.  This  plan  does  not  enhance  safety  and  it  upsets 
communities  that  bid  on  these  AFSS's  where  they  were  promised 
a  large  payroll  in  the  community. 

I  believe  that  Congress  still  has  a  mandate  because  of  consolida- 
tion of  the  flight  service  station  for  equal  or  better  service.  A  part- 
time  Automated  Flight  Service  Station  is  not  equal  service,  and  for 
aviation  safety's  sake,  do  not  let  the  FAA  do  this.  NAATS  is  the 
only  FAA  union  that  does  not  support  the  concepts  of  the  ATC  Cor- 
poration. 

I  am  on  the  Task  Force  of  the  FAA  Corporation  Committee  work 
force,  or  work  group.  We  have  yet  to  come  up  with  a  compelling 
need  to  separate  the  ATC  Corporation.  The  ATC  Corporation  would 
have  the  ability  not  only  of  the  part-time  flight  service  stations  as 
well  as  possibly  also  eliminating  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations 
altogether  because  there  would  be  no  congressional  oversight  and 
they  would  think  it  is  going  to  make  good  business  sense. 
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There  is  no  improvement  in  aviation  safety  in  this.  It  is  still 
going  to  be  the  same  specialists  working  with  the  same  equipment, 
and  no  improved  service  or  advantage  to  general  aviation  that  I 
can  see  at  this  point. 

We  do  support  the  changes  in  procurement,  management  prac- 
tices and  funding  that  are  addressed  in  the  ATC  Corporation  plan 
that  you  will  probably  get  in  the  next  few  months.  Those  are  items 
that  need  to  be  addressed.  They  took,  the  Model  1,  full-capacity 
computer,  to  be  located  in  all  the  automated  stations  15  years.  And 
of  course  the  equipment  was  designed  back  in  1978,  so  it  is  quite 
old. 

Finally,  Administrator  Hinson  decided  during  the  recent  buyout 
offer  that  the  air  traffic  controllers  in  flight  service  are  not  safety- 
related  employees.  Flight  service  employees  have  lived  with  this 
moniker  and  the  definition  that  flight  service  air  traffic  controllers 
do  not  handle  live  traffic.  A  lot  of  people  in  the  field  no  longer  want 
to  live  with  that  title. 

When  I  and  the  other  controllers  in  the  flight  service  station 
briefed  pilots  on  the  phone,  they  are  alive;  when  we  open  and  close 
their  flight  plans  and  give  them  weather  advisories  over  the  radio, 
these  pilots  are  alive;  and  when  the  pilot  calls  us  when  he  or  she 
is  lost  or  they  are  overdue  on  flight  plans,  and  flight  service  spe- 
cialists work  extremely  hard  to  locate  the  aircraft,  locate  the  pilots 
and  make  sure  that  they  are  alive. 

We  have  a  saying  in  flight  service:  "Service  and  safety  is  our 
business." 

That  is  the  end  of  my  testimony.  If  you  have  any  questions,  I 
would  be  willing  to  address  the  written  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Michael  McAnaw  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 
Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

My  name  is  Michael  F.  McAnaw.  and  I  am  President  of  the  National  Association  of  Air 
Traffic  Specialists  (NAATS).  As  President  of  NAATS.  I  am  the  only  president  of  an  FAA 
union  who  still  works  in  a  field  facility.  At  McMinnville  AFSS,  I  make  daily  contact  with 
the  public  we  serve  -  with  the  customers.  And  from  time  to  time,  that  includes  the 
Sunday  midnight  shift. 

On  behalf  of  the  3,000  men  and  women  who  provide  service  to  the  flying  public  in  the 
nation's  flight  service  facilities.  I  am  honored  to  provide  these  comments  today.  With 
your  permission.  I  request  that  a  copy  of  my  complete  written  remarks  be  placed  in  the 
record  of  these  proceedings,  and  1  will  offer  a  brief  summary  of  those  comments  today. 


THE  FAILURE  OF  CONSOLIDATION 

As  the  labor  union  representing  FAA  employees  who  provide  pilot  weather  briefings, 
record  flight  plans,  and  coordinate  search  and  rescue  operations,  we  are  greatly 
concerned  that  the  FAA  continues  to  neglect  the  needs  of  general  aviation,  in  its 
budgetary  priorities,  in  its  planning  for  the  future,  and  in  its  proposals  for  an  air  traffic 
control  (ATC)  corporation. 
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For  many,  many  years,  we  in  the  flight  service  option  have  been  subjected  to  reduced 
manpower,  and  lower  and  lower  priority  within  the  FAA.  This  has  been  true  regardless 
of  who  the  Administrator  has  been,  and  regardless  of  what  political  party  controls  the 
White  House.  The  major  program  for  flight  service  during  this  period  has  been 
"consolidation,"  and  the  years  of  consolidation  have  been  enormously  expensive, 
reducing  the  number  of  flight  service  stations  from  more  than  300  to  a  final  planned  61 
automated  facilities. 

We  now  see  the  FSS  consolidation  for  what  it  truly  was:  an  error  of  incredible 
proportions.  We  took  a  system  that  was  inexpensive  and  safe,  and  consolidated  it  into 
a  system  which  Is  neither  safer  nor  cheaper  to  operate,  and  we  did  it  at  a  tremendous 
cost  in  equipment  and  personnel. 

Ten  years  ago,  almost  anyone  who  understood  emerging  computer  technology  saw 
that  the  need  for  consolidation  into  huge  service  centers  with  mainframe  computers 
was  an  option  whose  time  had  already  passed.  Virtually  all  of  the  business  entities  that 
rely  on  computers  and  advanced  telecommunications  -  insurance  companies,  banks, 
stock  brokerages  -  saw  that  service  could  be  increased  by  increasing  the  number  of 
small  centers  available  to  the  customers.  The  local  office  in  small  towns  could  keep  in 
touch  with  the  customer,  and  through  telecommunications  and  desk  top  computers,  the 
level  of  service  in  small  towns  could  equal  that  available  in  city  centers.  That's  why 
almost  every  small  town  now  has  its  own  stock  brokerage  firms  on  main  street,  and  why 
local  insurance  agencies  can  offer  the  most  complex  products  available  anywhere. 

The  FAA  moved  in  the  opposite  direction  at  the  wrong  time.  Instead  of  keeping  the 
service  to  the  aviation  customer  first,  and  upgrading  the  existing  FSSs  with  relatively 
simple  and  inexpensive  technology,  the  FAA  centralized  their  operations  into  expensive 
large  scale  facilities.  By  doing  that,  they  separated  the  briefers  from  their  customers. 
It  begins  to  look  like  the  makings  of  a  plan:  separate  the  customers  from  flight  service, 
cut  the  number  of  people  working  at  flight  service  so  that  customers  have  to  wait  on  the 
telephone  for  a  long  stretch  of  time  before  getting  through,  and  surprise!  the  FAA  has 
cut  the  demand  for  flight  service.  Then  the  FAA  can  further  cut  the  number  of 
controllers  in  flight  service.  It's  a  recipe  for  elimination  of  the  flight  service  option,  and 
it's  one  which  the  FAA  seems  to  have  decided  is  the  best  approach  for  the  future. 

The  consolidation  process  now  appears,  in  retrospect,  to  be  precisely  what  NAATS 
warned  it  would  be:  over-reliance  upon  machinery,  reducing  service,  and  reducing 
contact  between  professional  briefers  and  the  flying  public.  The  days  when  a  pilot 
could  walking  Into  an  FSS  and  receive  a  face-to-face  briefing  is  almost  gone.  Instead, 
most  pilots  can  only  receive  their  briefings  through  telephone  communications  from 
more  remote  automated  facilities. 
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There  is  no  wonder  that  some  pilots,  fed  up  with  delays  in  reaching  briefers  at  the 
AFSS,  have  decided  to  accept  weather  information  through  DUATS.  It  is  important  and 
critical  to  note  that  a  DUATS  weather  report  cannot  take  the  place  of  a  pilot  weather 
briefing,  particularly  when  the  weather  is  unsettled.  It's  not  surprising  that  pilots  who 
use  DUATS  almost  always  contact  flight  service  when  there  is  any  question  at  all 
regarding  weather  conditions.  They  know  that  an  error  in  their  interpretation  can  easily 
result  in  a  dangerous  set  of  circumstances. 

By  the  way,  this  points  up  another  issue.  We  believe  that  bringing  a  DUATs-type 
service  into  the  flight  service  option  makes  the  best  sense,  since  we  can  help  pilots  who 
do  use  computer  data  understand  what  it  is  they  see  on  their  computer  screens.  In  this 
regard,  we  are  pleased  that  a  subcommittee  of  the  FAA's  Technical  Advisory 
Committee  has  given  its  support  to  this  proposal.  It's  one  of  the  first  that  makes  it  clear 
that  the  FAA  can  move  in  the  right  direction  to  provide  customer  service  where  it's 
needed,  without  sacrificing  safety  considerations. 


THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  FLYING  PUBLIC 

In  his  remarks  to  this  Committee,  the  Administrator  talked  about  the  need  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  customers  in  the  21st  Century.  We  agree  -  but  we  have  a  very  different 
idea  about  what  the  customer  wants  and  needs.  Since  I'm  on  the  facility  floor  talking  to 
pilots,  I  have  a  good  idea  about  what  it  is  that  they  need  -  and  what  they  want  is  a 
professional,  experienced  person  providing  them  with  accurate,  up  to  the  minute 
information.  They  want  to  talk  to  an  experienced  hand  who  can  warn  them  about 
dangers  they  face,  and  they  want  information  from  someone  who  places  safety  first, 
last  and  always.  That's  what  they  get  with  the  air  traffic  controllers  who  work  in  the 
flight  service  option. 


DON'T  PART-TIME  THE  AFSSs 

The  FAA  has  indicated  that  reductions  in  service  to  the  flying  public  will  accelerate.  At 
the  present  time,  the  FAA  is  completing  a  study  to  justify  part-timing  of  the  automated 
facilities  during  hours  of  lower  activity.  These  facilities  are  now  open  24  hours  a  day, 
365  days  a  year.  After  all,  we  don't  close  the  skies  to  pilots,  and  we  need  to  be  open 
and  operating  to  help  individuals  fly  whenever  they  want,  wherever  they  want  to  go. 
That's  one  of  the  things  that  makes  our  flying  system  the  best  in  the  world,  by  far.  We  at 
flight  service  are  already  staffed  at  lower  levels  during  those  times  of  the  day  when 
flights  are  most  infrequent.  By  part-timing  facilities  through  the  use  of  the  Megacom 
800  telephone  transfer  system,  the  FAA  will  close  their  advanced,  automated  facilities 
and  transfer  telephone  calls  from  pilots  to  other  facilities,  some  hundreds  of  miles 
away. 
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The  FAA  made  a  commitment  to  Congress  when  it  began  the  consolidation  program 
that  it  would  continue  to  provide  "equal  or  better"  service  to  the  general  aviation 
community  through  the  AFSS  system  when  consolidation  was  completed.   In  many 
small  communities,  the  FSS  was  available  and  open  24  hours  a  day.  The  shift  to  the 
AFSS  already  reduced  local  access;  if  the  FAA  goes  ahead  and  part-time  the  AFSS, 
what  are  we  to  make  of  their  promise  to  Congress  for  equal  or  better  service? 

By  so  doing,  the  FAA  reduces  the  safety  of  the  system,  since  briefers  who  are 
hundreds  of  miles  away  are  obviously  not  as  familiar  with  conditions  far  distant  from 
their  regular  duty  stations.   Particularly  in  areas  with  rapidly  changing  weather,  such  as 
mountain  or  lake  front  regions,  this  is  a  clear  danger  to  the  flying  public  which  should 
not  go  unnoticed.  Full  funding  to  keep  all  AFSS  facilities  fully  operational,  24  hours  a 
day  and  365  days  a  year,  should  be  made  clear  in  your  appropriations  bill  this  year. 

The  number  of  employees  in  flight  service  continues  to  drop.   From  more  than  4,000 
just  a  few  years  ago,  there  are  now  fewer  than  3,000  in  our  bargaining  unit.  Fewer 
people  means  fewer  briefers  available  for  the  pilots  in  need  of  briefings;  consolidation 
and  automation  has  not  eliminated,  and  cannot  eliminate,  the  need  for  human  contact. 


FLIGHT  SERVICE:  A  MATTER  OF  SAFETY 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  the  FAA  believes  that  the  work  of  flight  service  air  traffic 
controllers  is  not  even  safety-related!  Incredible  as  it  sounds,  the  Administrator  decided 
during  the  recent  round  of  buyouts  offered  by  the  FAA  that  air  traffic  controllers  who 
work  in  the  flight  service  system  are  not  "safety  related"  employees,  and  therefore 
could  be  offered  early  out  bonuses.  A  small  percentage  of  our  members  did  accept 
such  buyouts,  but  preliminary  reports  indicates  that  this  buyout  was  much  more 
successful  among  the  ranks  of  support  staff  and  management.  The  people  who  work 
the  floor  like  me,  the  NAATS  members,  remain  dedicated  to  their  jobs  and  to  safety. 

In  his  testimony  before  this  Committee  just  last  week,  the  Administrator  stated  that  the 
budget  submitted  maintains  current  staffing  levels  in  air  traffic  control.  He  is  not  talking 
about  flight  service.  He  also  stated,  and  I  quote: 

"Staffing  reductions  have  been  targeted  at  non-safety  workforces  and 
management  layers  in  an  effort  to  protect  the  huge  investment  in  our  uniquely 
trained  safety  workforces.  The  non-safety  workforces  will  continue  to  decline 
through  continued  application  of  a  hiring  freeze,  attrition,  use  of  early  out  and 
buy-out  authority,  and  agency  initiatives  to  streamline  organizations  and  reduce 
supervisor  to  employee  ratios. " 
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The  term  "live  traffic"  Is  sometimes  used  in  connection  with  air  traffic  controllers  who 
work  at  centers  and  towers  to  distinguish  them  as  part  of  the  safety  workforce.  Pilots 
are  alive  when  we  talk  to  them,  and  by  talking  to  them,  we  help  keep  them  alive! 

Members  of  the  Committee,  I  maintain  that  this  statement  is  not  accurate,  because  air 
traffic  controllers  who  work  in  the  flight  service  option  have  been  included  in  buy-outs, 
are  subject  to  a  hiring  freeze,  and  face  future  additional  declines  in  the  workforce.  If  the 
Administrator  doesn't  believe  that  we  are  engaged  in  safety  related  work,  he  ought  to 
ask  our  customers.  How  safe  would  aviation  be  without  weather  information  and 
briefings?  How  safe  would  you  feel  taking  off  in  a  small  plane  without  having  filed  a 
flight  plan?  When  we  coordinate  search  and  rescue,  are  we  engaged  in  safety  related 
work?  Of  course  we  are,  and  our  efforts  should  be  recognized  for  what  they  are. 


WORKER  EMPOWERMENT 

With  the  reductions  in  management  personnel  that  have  already  taken  place  that  and 
will  accelerate  in  the  future  as  the  supervisor  to  employee  ratio  declines,  members  of 
the  bargaining  unit  will  begin  to  take  on  more  and  more  supervisory  duties,  particularly 
during  night  shifts  when  managers  prefer  not  to  work.  The  FAA  has  initiated  what  they 
call  a  "Controller  in  Charge"  ("CIC")  program,  where  a  member  of  the  bargaining  unit 
becomes  the  acting  supervisor  with  some,  but  not  all,  of  the  duties  and  responsibilities 
of  a  supervisor. 

We  welcome  the  added  responsibilities,  and  we  believe  it  furthers  the  goal  of  worker 
empowerment,  one  of  the  goals  that  the  Administrator  spoke  about  to  this  Comm.ittee 
last  week.  However,  we  also  believe  that  additional  duties  merit  additional 
compensation,  and  we  would  welcome  this  Committee's  direction  to  the  FAA  to 
establish  a  program  of  special  incentive  pay  for  individuals  serving  the  CIC  function. 


FINISH  THE  CONSOLIDATION  PROCESS  NOW 

The  buyouts  and  the  consolidation  program  have  also  resulted  in  uneven  staffing 
patterns  in  the  flight  service  option.  Many  of  our  members  are  still  employed  at  the 
small  FSS  facilities,  many  in  remote  locations.  They  have  been  left  hanging, 
sometimes  for  years,  as  the  FAA  announces  that  their  facilities  will  close,  only  to  decide 
towards  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  that  insufficient  funds  exist  for  closure  and  the  related 
moving  expenses  for  employees.  These  people  are  living  in  limbo.  Should  they  try  to 
sell  their  homes?  Where  should  their  kids  go  to  school?  How  long  will  they  have  to  live 
on  the  edge,  afraid  to  make  strong  ties  to  their  communities? 

We  believe  that  it  is  time  for  the  FAA  to  take  definitive  action.  The  FSS  locations  which 
remain  open  for  safety  reasons  should  be  promptly  identified;  those  that  are  to  close 
should  be  promptly  closed.  Employees  who  remain  at  the  FSS  facilities  that  stay  open 
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will  be  doing  more  complex  tasks,  and  we  believe  that  they  should  be  appropriately 
compensated,  and  the  facilities  should  be  appropriately  staffed  as  well.  Equal  pay  for 
equal  work  should  be  the  proper  standard.  If  employees  can  attain  the  GS-12  level  at 
the  automated  facilities,  they  should  be  able  to  obtain  the  same  grade  level  if  they  are 
left  at  the  FSS  locations,  since  the  work  they  are  doing  should  be  the  same. 


WEATHER  OBSERVATIONS:  LET  US  DO  THE  JOB  WE  WERE  TRAINED  FOR 

As  the  FAA  looks  for  ways  to  reduce  costs,  we  are  ready  to  stand  up  and  help.  As  an 
example,  the  FAA  spends  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  if  not  millions,  on  weather 
observation  contracts  with  outside  parties.  Many  of  these  contracts  are  let  at  the  same 
locations  where  AFSS  personnel  are  located.  We  would  remind  the  members  of  the 
Committee  that  our  members  are  fully  competent  to  take  weather  observations.  The 
appropriations  bill  should  include  instructions  to  the  FAA  to  end  the  unnecessary 
funding  of  weather  observation  contracts  co-located  with  AFSS  facilities  where  FAA 
employees  can  take  the  weather  observations  themselves.  This  will  save  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  that  are  currently  spent  unnecessarily. 


FAA  PLANS  FOR  THE  FUTURE:  WHERE'S  FLIGHT  SERVICE? 

What  are  the  plans  of  the  FAA  for  flight  service?  It  is  all  too  clear,  since  most  of  the 
recently  published  plans  for  the  future  of  FAA,  including  their  "Vision  for  the  Year  2010" 
fail  to  even  mention  flight  service.  The  annual  Strategic  Plan  of  the  FAA  fails  to  make 
mention  of  flight  service,  either.  They  also  fail  to  mention  what  will  replace  flight  service. 
They  seem  to  believe  that  GPS  will  somehow  serve  to  replace  pilot  weather  briefings, 
and  that  every  pilot  will  be  computer  literate,  getting  weather  information  via  modem 
and  filing  their  flight  plans  electronically.  This  in  a  country  where  nobody  can  program 
a  VCR!  The  "flashing  12:00"  sign  on  your  VCR  should  stand  as  a  warning  that  the 
elimination  of  flight  service  is  something  that  the  general  aviation  community  will  not 
accept  now,  or  in  2010. 

AN  ATC  CORPORATION:  WHERE'S  THE  COMPELLING  NEED  FOR  CHANGE? 

The  idea  of  creating  a  corporation  for  air  traffic  control  is  one  with  which  we  take 
exception.  We  have  participated  in  a  task  force  considering  how  an  ATC  corporation 
could  be  formed,  and  how  it  would  work.  We  are  not  impressed,  and  we  don't  support  it. 

Briefly  stated,  we  see  no  strong,  compelling  reason  to  corporatize  the  best  air  traffic 
control  system  in  the  world.  Administrator  Hinson  had  it  right  last  week.  We  do  have 
the  world's  busiest  ATC  system,  and  also  the  safest.  He  didn't  mention  that  it  is  also 
the  world's  most  economical.  People  come  from  all  around  the  world  to  learn  how  to  fly 
in  the  United  States,  and  to  spend  time  in  the  air,  because  the  air  traffic  control  system 
is  economical.  We  don't  have  a  pay  per  flight  system  like  they  do  in  most  of  the  world, 
and  that  is  part  of  the  reason  why  our  system  is  the  model  for  the  entire  world. 
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We  note  that  the  suggestion  for  an  ATC  Corporation  arose  most  recently  as  a  result  of 
the  President's  Commission  on  the  competitiveness  of  the  airline  Industry.  Why  an 
ATC  Corporation  would  enhance  the  profitability  of  the  airlines  remains  a  mystery  to  us. 
We  are  concerned  that  the  airlines  believe  that  an  ATC  Corporation  would  be  inclined 
to  take  actions  which  would  help  their  own  bottom  line  -  and  that  savings  would  come 
from  a  decrease  in  safety.  In  fact,  the  entire  corporatizing  proposal  focuses  almost 
entirely  on  commercial  airline  interests,  and  for  the  most  part  offers  no  benefits  at  all  to 
general  aviation. 

One  FAA  official  who  refused  to  be  identified  told  us  that  the  real  rationale  behind  an 
ATC  Corporation  proposal  is  that  it  will  help  the  airlines  bring  a  GPS  system  on-line 
several  years  sooner  than  would  happen  under  the  current  system.  These  savings, 
they  believe,  would  justify  their  additional  expense  during  the  early  years  of  an  ATC 
Corporation's  operations.  The  Administrator  himself  alluded  to  this  last  week,  when  he 
stated  that  the  introduction  of  GPS  would  "provide  many  millions  of  dollars  in  savings  to 
airlines  through  the  use  of  more  direct  routine  and  less  separation." 

And  where  would  general  aviation  fit  into  this  increasingly  heavy  commercial  traffic? 
That  part  is  left  unclear  so  far.  With  a  fee  for  service  proposal  lurking  in  the  background, 
together  with  repeated  statements  that  general  aviation  does  not  pay  its  "fair  share"  of 
the  ATC  costs,  we  have  little  doubt  but  that  a  few  years  down  the  road,  general  aviation 
will  be  required  to  bear  a  much  greater  cost  than  it  does  at  the  present  time. 


SOLVE  THE  FAA  PROBLEMS  THAT  NEED  SOLVING 

Does  the  FAA  have  problems  with  its  procurement  system?  Of  course.  But  we 
maintain  that  the  problems  come  from  complicated  procurement  rules  gnd  from  poor 
management  by  the  FAA  and  the  contractors.  The  Advanced  Automation  System 
(AAS)  has  been  in  the  newspaper  for  years  because  of  its  delays.  But  does  anyone 
think  that  an  ATC  Corporation  would  contract  with  someone  other  than  the  same 
outside  contractors  for  the  AAS  system?  Of  course  not.  How  would  the  structure  of  the 
ATC  system  impact  procurement?  We  suggest  not  at  all. 

We  think  that  the  procurement  problems,  the  management  problems,  and  the 
personnel  problems  which  the  FAA  faces  are  not  different  from  those  affecting  DOD, 
NASA,  or  any  other  major  procuring  agencies  of  the  federal  government.  Many  of  the 
recommendations  of  Vice  President  Gore's  Reinventing  Government  initiative  should 
be  given  the  chance  to  work  at  the  FAA.  We  don't  think  that  the  FAA  is  any  different, 
for  these  purposes,  from  other  agencies  in  government,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
changes  the  Vice  President  has  suggested  could  not  solve  most,  if  not  ail.  of  the 
problems  the  FAA  faces. 
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An  ATC  Corporation  with  a  residual  FAA  having  safety  oversight  is  an  invitation  to 
continuing  bureaucratic  wrangling.  As  we  understand  the  current  proposal,  the  FAA 
would  remain  responsible  for  safety  issues,  and  the  ATC  Corporation  would  have 
responsibility  for  operational  issues.  We  pose  a  simple  example:  Is  a  10-hour  shift  for 
air  traffic  controllers,  currently  allowed  under  the  FAA,  permitted?  Is  it  a  safety  issue  for 
the  FAA  or  an  operational  issue  for  the  ATC  Corporation?  Who  decides?  What  if  the 
ATC  Corporation  disagrees  with  the  result?  Does  it  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation?  To  Congress?  And  what  about  the  more  critical  issues,  such  as  flight 
separation  requirements,  or  definitions  of  IFR  or  VFR  conditions? 

We  believe  that  before  we  radically  change  the  safest  and  most  economical  air  traffic 
control  system  in  the  world,  the  proponents  for  change  must  come  up  with  a  set  of 
compelling  reasons  why  the  change  is  necessary.  So  far,  the  FAA  has  failed  to  do  that. 

Our  members  believe  that  safety  is  the  single  most  important  factor  in  their  professional 
lives.  Until  the  proponents  of  an  ATC  Corporation  can  prove  that  their  new  system  will 
be  safer  than  the  system  we  have  now,  we  will  withhold  our  support. 


PARTNERSHIP  COUNCILS  AND  IMPROVING  LMR  RELATIONS 

We  also  applaud  the  President's  initiative  in  personnel,  by  forming  the  Partnership 
Council  and  issuing  the  Executive  Order  supporting  Partnership  Councils  at  the  agency 
level.  We  are  proud  of  the  fact  that  we  at  NAATS  have  entered  into  the  first  Partnership 
Agreement  under  the  Executive  Order  with  the  FAA,  and  that  this  Council  has  already 
begun  meeting.  We  hope  that  this  will  be  a  great  step  ahead  in  terms  of  cooperation 
between  labor  and  management  at  an  agency  with  an  unmatched  history  of  labor- 
management  strife  in  the  federal  government.  This  joint  action  holds  the  promise  of 
improving  exactly  those  areas  of  personnel  management  that  the  FAA  cites  as  an 
additional  rationale  for  an  ATC  Corporation.  Again,  why  throw  out  the  baby  with  the 
bath  water?  Let's  save  what  needs  saving,  and  improve  what  needs  improvement 
within  the  current  government  structure.  We  at  NAATS  are  certainly  ready  to  do  our 
part. 


WHAT  DOES  THE  FAA  REALLY  PLAN? 

Air  traffic  controllers  in  flight  service  have  been  accused  by  many  as  being  paranoid. 
Perhaps  we  are,  but  as  the  old  expression  goes,  just  because  you  are  paranoid  doesn't 
mean  that  people  aren't  out  to  get  you.  Let's  find  out  from  the  FAA  what  they  really 
have  in  mind  for  the  flight  service  option  and  for  general  aviation.  We  want  to  hear 
them  answer  these  questions: 

(1)       Do  you  really  plan  to  eliminate  the  flight  service  option  by  the  year  2010? 
What  will  take  the  place  of  human  interaction  with  the  pilot  community? 
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(2)  Do  flight  service  air  traffic  controllers  perform  safety  related  duties?  If  not, 
does  this  mean  that  general  aviation  does  not  need  to  be  served  by  safety  related 
employees? 

(3)  How  would  an  ATC  Corporation  improve  safety? 

(4)  How  would  the  interests  of  general  aviation  be  safeguarded  under  an  ATC 
Corporation?  Who  could  limit  the  ability  of  the  FAA  to  contract  out  weather 
observations,  flight  services,  or  pilot  weather  briefings? 

(5)  Why  does  the  FAA  seem  intent  on  relegating  the  interests  of  general 
aviation  to  a  secondary  status  to  commercial  aviation? 

These  questions  need  to  be  answered  by  the  FAA's  management  team.  We  believe 
that  before  an  final  bill  is  approved  by  this  Subcommittee,  answers  to  these  questions, 
and  they  better  be  satisfactory,  should  be  forthcoming. 

This  concludes  our  remarks.  We  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  present 
our  views.  We  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have  or  to 
discuss  these  matters  in  more  depth  with  you  or  your  staff  at  your  convenience. 


V 
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Mr.  Price.  I  want  to  make  sure  I  understand  what  you  were  say- 
ing about  the  incompatibiUty  with  the  NEXEAD  system;  can  you 
elaborate  on  that? 

Mr.  McAnaw.  There  are  two  systems  presently  located  in  the 
automated  flight  service,  one  is  the  Kavorus  system  and  the  other 
is  a  WSI  system.  I  work  with  the  WSI  system  out  of  McMinnville, 
and  the  system  would  have  to  be  completely  enhanced,  have  to  be 
completely  redone,  rebid,  in  order  to  incorporate  the  NEXRAD  sys- 
tem, NEXRAD  weather  display  or  weather  radar. 

The  Kavorus  system,  which  are  located  at  the  majority  of  the  fa- 
cilities in  the  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations,  it  has  the  capabil- 
ity of  only  Kavorus.  It  can  take  and  incorporate  the  NEXRAD 
weather  display,  but  instead  of  the  16-  to  18-color  breakdown  on 
the  weather  radar,  it  will  only  do  six  color  symbols  in  order  to 
break  it  down.  Each  color  means  a  different  intensity  of  weather, 
a  different  type  of  weather.  And  so  in  that  light,  we  are  going  to 
miss  over  two-thirds  of  the  information  that  this  NEXRAD  system 
could  provide. 

Mr.  Price.  Is  that  because  of  an  incompatibility  between  the  two 
systems,  or  does  it  simply  point  to  the  superior  capacity  of 
NEXRAD? 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Superior  capacity  of  NEXRAD. 

Mr.  Price.  So  what  solution  are  you  suggesting  for  integrating 
these  systems? 

Mr.  McAnaw.  One,  I  would  like  to  see,  instead  of  having  two  dif- 
ferent systems  across  the  country  or  possibly  three,  I  believe  Alton 
is  another  one  in  on  this,  is  to  see  one  national  color  graphics  sys- 
tem that  does  incorporate  this  sort  of  NEXRAD  and  is  also  compat- 
ible with  upgrades  should  there  be  something  else  that  comes  out 
in  the  future  to  enhance  aviation  briefing  safety,  to  help  the  pilots 
and  help  us  do  our  jobs  to  help  the  pilots. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  McAnaw,  we  do  appreciate  your  being  here  today. 
You  came  all  the  way  across  the  country 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price  [continued].  To  join  us,  and  we  are  grateful  for  that 
and  we  will  give  your  testimony  careful  consideration. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  ask. 

Why  are  you  opposed  to  the  ATC  Corporation?  You  did  not  go 
into  detail.  Is  that  the  general  consensus  of  most  controllers? 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Flight  service  controllers.  Ninety  percent  of  our 
dealings  with  the  aviation  community  is  with  general  aviation,  and 
every  time  the  corporation  has  been  addressed,  it  has  been  ad- 
dressed to  enhance  airline  competitiveness  and  it  does  not  address 
general  aviation.  It  does  not  address  any  enhancement  in  safety.  It 
does  not  address  more  or  equal  access  to  the  system  for  general 
aviation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Could  it  not  actually  help? 

Mr.  McAnaw.  Right  now,  the  plan  the  way  it  is,  the  only  help 
I  see  is  in  appropriating  or  procurement  and  internal  FAA.  I  don't 
see  where  it  will  help  a  general  aviation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  All  right. 

Well,  I  have  no  further  questions. 
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Thank  you  very  much. 
Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  McAnaw.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
PROFESSIONAL  AIRWAYS  SYSTEMS  SPECIALISTS  (PASS) 

WITNESS 
HOWARD  E.  JOHANNSSEN,  PRESIDEIVT,  PASS 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  call  Mr.  Howard  Johannssen,  President 
of  the  Professional  Airways  Systems  Specialists. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  Price.  Good  morning,  thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Thank  you.  I  ask  that  my  full  testimony  be 
placed  in  the  record,  and  I  will  summarize  and  save  us  some  time. 

Mr.  Price.  Since  we  are  on  a  tight  time  schedule,  we  would  ap- 
preciate witnesses  keeping  their  oral  comments  within  five  min- 
utes. We  will  be  happy  to  put  the  full  statement  and  supporting 
material  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Johannssen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  How- 
ard Johannssen.  I  am  President  of  the  Professional  Airways  Sys- 
tems Specialists,  PASS.  That  is  district  number  6  of  the  NMEBA, 
AFL-CIO.  I  would  like  to  address  the  fiscal  1995  FAA  budget  pro- 
posal. 

In  summary,  the  1995  operations  budget  is  clearly  indicative  of 
the  administration's  freeze  on  spending.  The  FAA's  fiscal  1994  en- 
acted operations  budget  is  $4,580.5  million,  and  for  fiscal  1995  the 
agency  has  requested  $4,580.9  million,  which  represents  a  net 
change  of  about  four- tenths  of  a  million  dollars. 

In  1994  the  FAA  did  not  budget  for  locality  pay  raises,  and  con- 
sequently the  agency  had  to  absorb  the  $70  million  price  tag  for  the 
locality  raises  which  were  implemented  in  January  of  1994.  Unlike 
the  fiscal  1994  budget,  the  FAA's  1995  proposal  apportions  $72.5 
million  for  locality  pay  and  annual  cost  of  living  raises. 

Interestingly,  I  mentioned  earlier  the  difference  between  the  two 
is  virtually  insignificant.  How,  then,  can  the  agency  incur  a  $72.5 
million  increase  to  its  budget  and  at  the  same  time  spend  only 
four-tenths  of  a  million  dollars  more  than  last  fiscal  year? 

I  believe  that  the  FAA's  solution  is  to  stringently  reduce  its  trav- 
el, training,  and  awards  program  by  a  total  of  $34.5  million.  More- 
over, the  agency  wide  operations  staffing  reductions  amount  to 
$99.1  million,  and  finally  the  scheduled  termination  of  the  pay 
demonstration  project  is  to  save  $20  million.  Unfortunately,  the 
FAA  is  planning  to  eliminate  essential  funding  in  1995. 

Without  a  doubt  the  effects  of  these  spending  cuts  will  have  a  re- 
sounding impact  on  the  members  of  our  PASS  bargaining  units  and 
the  FAA  staffing  levels  as  a  whole.  Consequences  of  the  FAA  staff- 
ing shortages  are  becoming  more  and  more  apparent. 

In  February  of  1994  in  two  separate  incidents  at  the  Tampa 
International  Airport  equipment  outages  and  a  lack  of  available  on- 
site  systems  specialists  to  repair  the  equipment  rendered  aircraft 


307 


destined  for  Tampa  unable  to  land  for  nearly  nine  hours.  Both  the 
St.  Petersburg  Times  and  the  Tampa  Tribune  carried  lead  articles 
on  the  incident,  drawing  public  attention  to  this  matter. 

Unfortunately,  the  airways  facilities  staffing  problems  are  not 
limited  to  Tampa,  and  almost  daily  we  receive  horror  stories  from 
our  members  around  the  country.  Briefly,  the  AF  is  going  through 
a  realignment,  that  is  the  airways  facilities,  and  as  a  result  safety- 
related  positions  are  being  left  shorthanded  and  our  staffing  prob- 
lems are  being  magnified. 

In  fact,  I  understand  that  34.7  percent  of  FAA's  managers  have 
retired  due  to  the  buy  out,  and  unfortunately 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  that? 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  34.7,  as  of  last  Wednesday,  I  understand  is  the 
correct  number,  so  we  have  lost  over  a  third  of  our  managers  who 
were  helping  in  maintaining  and  keeping  the  system  running  be- 
cause of  the  3,000  short  systems  specialists  in  the  field.  Now  that 
we  have  pulled  the  keg,  the  block  out  from  the  rock  on  the  top  of 
the  hill,  I  am  seriously  concerned  of  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the 
system,  but  the  buy  outs  have  rendered  a  large  bunch  of  skilled  su- 
pervisors and  managers  leaving,  and  now  I  am  losing  people  out 
of  our  bargaining  unit  to  do  those  jobs,  in  an  already  understaffed 
position,  so  I  wanted  to  raise  your  attention  to  that. 

In  the  flight  standards  aviation,  safety  inspectors  we  represent, 
the  FAA  intends  to  increase  staffing  in  the  flight  standards  by  305 
positions,  and  we  fully  support  that.  It  is  long  overdue.  We  are  con- 
cerned about  the  lack  of  training  funds  for  the  safety  inspector 
work  force,  and  we  believe  that  that  will  cause  dramatic  problems. 
Certainly,  we  can't  ask  the  standards  of  the  FAA  to  be  any  less 
than  what  they  require  of  the  carriers  in  general  aviation,  and  cer- 
tainly this  budget  is  going  to  lead  to  that. 

An  example  is  the  operating  procedures  of  the  FSDOs  brought  to 
my  attention  that  an  OSHA  violation  has  occurred,  and  it  was  a 
deliberate  OSHA  violation,  particularly  because  the  $750,000  that 
is  needed  to  correct  the  problem,  and  it  is  blood-borne  pathogens 
that  I  am  talking  about.  When  we  do  have  an  accident  and  the  in- 
spectors go  to  the  scene  and  go  through  that  wreckage,  one  of  the 
things  the  FAA  is  unable  to  provide  or  is  not  willing  to  provide  is 
the  gear  necessair  to  protect  our  safety  inspectors  from  this  prob- 
lem, and  it  is  a  $750,000  correction,  and  we  need  to  look  for  the 
little  things  as  well  as  the  big  things. 

The  Office  of  Aviation  Standards,  which  make  the  regulatory  de- 
cisions and  inspections  by  their  pilots  and  technicians,  are  also  an 
integral  piece  of  the  overall  aviation  community.  With  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  GPS,  which  will  revolutionize  air  travel  as  we 
know  it,  all  estimates  of  growth  indicate  that  at  least  10,000  new 
GPS  approaches  will  be  demanded  by  FAA  customers  in  the  coming 
years. 

Without  a  doubt  the  AVN  procedures  specialists  and  pilots  are 
highly  skilled  and  are  most  capable  of  leading  the  FAA  into  the 
next  phase  of  aerospace  development.  The  AVN  management  is  im- 
plementing a  major  reorganizational  change  that  are  not  consistent 
with  FAA's  own  internal  staff  studies  which  address  the  future  in- 
creases in  personnel  and  equipment  needed  in  this  critical  world 
area  of  aviation. 
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Today,  there  are  only  74  employees  throughout  the  AVN  unit  to 
design  and  maintain  the  entire  National  Aerospace  System  Proce- 
dural Program,  yet  in  1993  an  FAA  study  revealed  that  183  quali- 
fied procedure  specialists  were  needed  to  oversee  the  current  num- 
ber of  instrument  approaches  systems. 

Although  AVN  cites  a  current  need  for  only  84  pilots,  PASS  be- 
lieves that  131  flight  inspection  pilots  and  158  procedure  specialists 
are  required  to  fulfill  the  agency's  flight  inspection  mission.  One  of 
the  ways  this  is  being  accomplished  is  that  the  periodic  inspections 
of  VOR  navigational  facilities  have  been  extended  from  360  days  to 
450  days.  It  seems  that  we  are  stretching  the  gap  of  safety  more 
and  more  every  day. 

I  remember  sitting  before  the  committee  a  number  of  years  ago 
where  I  was  excited  because  we  were  stretching  it  out  to  180  days. 
That  rubber  band  is  being  stretched  and,  unfortunately,  it  is  the 
public  who  has  to  pay  the  price. 

On  the  pay  demonstration  project  I  would  like  to  say  the  PASS 
strongly  opposes  the  termination  of  the  pay  demo.  The  elimination 
of  the  pay  demo  project  will  have  a  disastrous  impact  on  the  FAA 
and  the  aviation  industry.  With  the  loss  of  pay  demo  allowances, 
employee  morale  will  surely  suffer.  Moreover,  employees  will  face 
substantial  pay  cuts  ranging  from  12  to  15  percent. 

Not  only  will  the  FAA  staffing  and  experience  levels  in  covered 
facilities  decrease  as  employees  retire  or  seek  reassignment,  but 
the  safety  of  the  flying  public  will  be  at  greater  risk. 

In  conclusion,  without  question  systems  specialists,  aviation  safe- 
ty inspectors,  and  AVN  flight  inspection  pilots  and  specialists  face 
serious  obstacles  as  the  FAA  attempts  to  keep  our  airways  systems 
operating  at  the  highest  possible  safety  levels  with  the  least 
amount  of  available  funds. 

What  I  have  tried  to  emphasize  to  you  today  is  the  importance 
of  steiffing.  It  is  crucial  that  the  FAA  increase  staffing  to  meet  nec- 
essary and  realistic  levels.  Otherwise,  the  consequences  for  the 
aviation  industry  and  the  flying  public  will  be  severe.  Fortunately, 
we  are  all  interested  in  achieving  the  same  result,  the  safest  and 
the  most  efficient  aerospace  system  in  the  world. 

To  this  end,  PASS  will  make  certain  recommendations.  That  is 
to  increase  and  address  staffing  problems,  consider  that  the  delay 
of  the  AAS  will  require  FAA  to  hire  and  train  systems  specialists 
to  perform  maintenance  and  repair  on  older,  outdated  equipment. 
Therefore,  because  of  the  unanticipated  AAS  delay,  insist  that  the 
FAA  submit  to  this  committee  a  report  on  staffing  needs  and  train- 
ing requirements  for  systems  specialists. 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  the  PASS  FAA  EI  program,  simply 
we  have  joined  in  partnership  starting  back  in  1985.  We  beat  the 
NPR  by  a  number  of  years.  It  works,  and  the  program  is  fantastic. 
The  realization  of  economies  and  efficiencies  is  something  we  are 
very  proud  of  in  our  partnership  and  we  recommend  that  this  pro- 
gram not  die  on  the  vine  for  lack  of  funding. 

We  recommend  that  safety  inspectors  should  be  included  in  the 
Air  Traffic  Revitalization  Act.  For  years  they  have  performed  their 
duties,  but  have  been  excluded  from  that  act,  thereby  not  getting 
the  benefit  of  the  5  percent  that  others  who  do  approximately  the 
same  work  and  have  the  same  responsibility  are  achieving. 
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Reject  President  Clinton's  proposal  to  decrease  next  year's  cost  of 
living  raise  from  2.6  to  1.6  percent,  realize  that  the  termination  of 
the  pay  demonstration  project  will  adversely  affect  many  folks 
working  at  the  FAA,  and  cause  difficulty  in  moving  people  in  the 
future,  and  consider  all  proposals,  including  the  Air  Traffic  Control 
Corporation,  to  restructure  the  FAA  into  a  more  efficient,  revital- 
ized organization. 

As  a  government  corporation,  the  FAA  would  be  free  from  the 
Budget  Enforcement  Act,  Title  V,  personnel  prohibitions  and  the 
archaic  acquisition  and  procurement  rules.  For  economic  and  com- 
petitive reasons,  Congress  and  the  FAA  must  now  think,  act,  and 
respond  to  global  air  space  developments  as  to  build  a  stronger  na- 
tional aerospace  system.  Thank  you  for  listening  to  me  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Howard  Johannssen  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

Good  Morning.  My  name  is  Howard  E.  Johannssen,  and  I  am  President  of  the 
Professional  Airways  Systems  Specialists  (PASS)  -  District  No.  6  -  NMEBA  (AFL-CIO).  Thank 
you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  concerning  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  budget  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

Since  1 977,  PASS  has  provided  exclusive  representation  for  the  Technical  and  Aviation 
Systems  Specialists  working  for  the  FAA.  Presently,  the  PASS  bargaining  unit  consists  of 
over  10,000  FAA  employees,  including:  Airway  Facilities  (AF)  employees.  Flight  Standards 
Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  (FS),  and  Office  of  Aviation  Standards  employees  (AVN).  PASS 
also  represents  a  growing  number  of  Department  of  Defense  employees  (DOD).  The  PASS 
workforce  is  dedicated  to  supporting  and  to  sustaining  the  safest  and  most  efficient  National 
Airspace  System  for  the  flying  public. 

On  a  daily  basis,  FAA  Airway  Facilities  and  DOD  Systems  Specialists  install,  repair, 
maintain,  operate,  and  certify  the  entire  realm  of  electronic,  electro-mechanical,  and 
environmental  systems  used  in  air  traffic  control  and  national  defense.  Right  Standards 
Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  oversee  and  inspect  every  aspect  of  the  commercial  and  general 
aviation  industry.  Office  of  Aviation  Systems  Standards  Specialists  are  responsible  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  through  flight  inspection,  flight 
procedures  development,  flight  data  collection  and  navigational  systems  quality  analysis. 
Additionally,  PASS  represents  support  staff  within  each  of  these  FAA  organizations.  Without 
a  doubt,  PASS  members  perform  safety  critical  tasks  for  the  FAA  and  DOD  and  are  an  integral 
component  of  the  aviation  community. 

THE  FY  1995  FAA  BUDGET  PROPOSAL 

Following  the  release  of  Vice  President  Gore's  Report  of  the  National  Performance 
Review,  a  major  governmentwide  effort  to  transform  the  scope  of  the  federal  workforce  has 
been  undertaken.  This  dramatic  revolution  has  already  led  to  widespread  changes  within  the 
federal  bureaucracy,  including  Congress'  mandate  that  at  least  272,900  federal  jobs  be 
eliminated  by  1 999.  As  agencies  strive  to  downsize,  to  realign,  and  to  work  more  efficiently 
with  less  money,  however,  they  are  bound  to  encounter  difficulties.  Unfortunately,  the  FAA 
is  not  exempt  from  these  problems,  and  the  future  of  the  Agency  and  the  aviation  industry 
is  being  challenged  on  many  levels. 

If  the  goals  of  the  NPR  are  to  be  met  and  budget  cutbacks  are  to  be  accomplished, 
federal  agencies  will  be  forced  to  do  more  with  less  money.  The  FAA's  FY  1995  Operations 
budget  is  clearly  indicative  of  the  Administration's  freeze  on  spending.  The  FAA's  FY  1994 
enacted  budget  is  $4,580.5  million  dollars;  for  FY  1 995,  the  Agency  has  requested  $4,580.9 
million  dollars.   This  represents  a  net  change  of  only  +  $0.4  million  dollars. 

In  FY  1 994,  the  FAA  did  not  budget  for  locality  pay  raises,  and,  consequently,  the 
Agency  had  to  absorb  the  $70  million  price  tag  for  the  locality  raises  which  were  implemented 
in  January  1994.  Unlike  the  FY  1994  budget,  the  FAA's  FY  1995  proposal  apportions  $72.5 
million  dollars  for  locality  pay  and  annual  cost  of  living  raises.  Interestingly,  as  I  mentioned 
earlier,  the  difference  between  the  FY  1 994  and  the  FY  1 995  budgets  is  virtually  insignificant. 
How,  then,  can  the  Agency  incur  a  $72.5  million  dollar  increase  to  its  budget  and,  at  the 
same  time,  spend  only  $0.4  million  dollars  more  than  last  fiscal  year? 
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The  FAA's  solution  is  to  stringently  reduce  its  travel,  training,  and  awards  programs 
by  a  total  of  $34.5  million  dollars;  moreover,  agency-v\/ide  operations  staffing  reductions 
amount  to  $99.1  million  dollars;  and,  finally,  the  scheduled  termination  of  the  Pay 
Demonstration  Project  is  to  save  $20.0  million  dollars.  Unfortunately,  the  FAA  is  planning  to 
eliminate  essential  funding  in  FY  1995;  without  a  doubt,  the  effects  of  these  spending  cuts 
will  have  a  resounding  impact  on  members  of  the  PASS  bargaining  units  and  on  FAA  staffing 
levels  as  a  whole. 

AIRWAY  FACILITIES  SYSTEMS  SPECIALISTS 

For  decades,  the  FAA  has  successfully  managed  the  most  complex  aviation  system  in 
the  world.  A  large  part  of  this  success  can  be  attributed  to  the  dedicated  and  skilled  Airway 
Facilities  Systems  Specialists.  Surely,  the  constant  advent  of  new  telecommunications  and 
satellite-based  technologies  has  profoundly  affected  FAA  operations  by  increasing  overall 
system  capacity.  Despite  these  growing  demands  on  the  system,  staffing  levels  within  the 
AF  workforce  have  fallen  disastrously  low. 

In  1 981 ,  our  AF  profession  consisted  of  over  1 1 ,600  Systems  Specialists  who  were 
responsible  for  maintaining  19,000  FAA  facilities.  Today,  our  workforce  has  been  reduced 
to  under  6,000  trained,  partially  trained,  or  untrained  Systems  Specialists  while  the  number 
of  facilities  and  complex  electronic  systems  now  exceeds  29,000.  Although  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  has  indicated  that  safety-related  positions  within  the  FAA  would  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  governmentwide  downsizing,  the  FY  1995  FAA  budget  proposes 
to  reduce  the  end-of-year  staffing  level  by  148.  Ironically,  the  FAA  is  decreasing  its  in-house 
maintenance  staff  in  an  apparent  attempt  to  save  money,  while,  at  the  same  time,  the  Agency 
is  requesting  an  additional  $20.4  million  dollars  in  FY  1995  to  fund  contract  maintenance. 

Clearly,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  growth  within  our  AF  workforce.  Currently,  over 
50%  of  today's  Systems  Specialist  will  be  eligible  to  retire  within  the  next  five  years.  In 
addition,  the  present  staffing  shortages  and  budget  constraints  have  prevented  Systems 
Specialists  from  receiving  adequate  training,  either  on-the-job  or  at  the  FAA  Academy;  thus, 
the  experience  levels  of  Systems  Specialists  have  dropped  significantly.  Without  the  hiring 
of  new  Systems  Specialists  and  the  proper  training  of  the  entire  workforce,  any  high 
retirement  turnover  in  the  near  future  could  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the  FAA. 

After  analyzing  staffing  levels  within  the  FAA,  in  light  of  the  growing  demands  placed 
on  the  aviation  industry,  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  recommended  that  by  FY 
1995,  "a  field  maintenance  workforce  of  about  1 1,900'  will  be  needed  -  an  increase  of 
3,000  over  the  present  number."  Presently,  there  are  8,348  AF  managers,  supervisors, 
logistical  specialists,  and  support  staff  personnel  in  the  field.  The  FY  1995  budget  reduces 
that  number  to  8,200  total  positions.  Hence,  instead  of  complying  with  the  GAO's 
recommendations,  the  FAA  is  moving  further  away  from  the  target  and  will  be  understaffed 
by  3,700  positions  in  FY  1995. 


'  This  figure  represents  Systems  Specialists,  as  well  as  managers  and  support  staff.  According  to 
the  FAA's  own  data,  the  current  number  of  "hands  on"  certified  or  training  to  become  certified 
Systems  Specialists  is  less  than  6,000.  PASS  recommends  that  the  number  of  full  performance 
Specialists  be  increased  by  3,000  by  FY  1995. 
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The  consequences  of  the  FAA's  staffing  shortage  are  becoming  more  and  more 
apparent.  In  February  1994,  in  two  separate  incidents  at  Tampa  International  Airport, 
equipment  outages  and  the  lack  of  available  on-site  Systems  Specialists  to  repair  the 
equipment,  rendered  aircraft  destined  for  Tampa  unable  to  land  for  nearly  nine  hours.  Until 
January  1994,  AF  personnel  were  on-duty  24  hours  a  day  in  Tampa's  Air  Traffic  Control 
Tower  to  handle  any  equipment  problems  or  emergencies  that  arose.  However,  the  FAA 
reduced  the  duty  hours  for  Tampa's  Systems  Specialists  to  approximately  1 6  hours  a  day  on 
weekdays  and  8  hours  a  day  on  weekends.   As  a  result,  the  facility  is  often  left  unattended. 

Both  the  St.  Petersburg  Times  and  The  Tampa  Tribune  carried  lead  articles  on  this 
incident,  drawing  public  attention  to  the  matter.  The  newspapers  reported  that  on  February 
12,  1994,  and  again  on  February  13,  1994,  more  than  100  planes  bound  for  Tampa  were 
delayed  or  diverted  from  Tampa's  Airport  because  "a  safety  device  broke  and  no  one  was  on 
duty  to  fix  it."^ 

According  to  the  newspaper  reports,  the  FAA  justified  its  decision  to  cut  staffing  hours 
by  arguing  that,  with  the  modernization  of  the  air  traffic  control  computer  system  through  the 
implementation  of  the  Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS),  its  computers  will  need  less 
maintenance.  Yet,  the  modernization  plan  has  fallen  years  behind  schedule  and  is 
considerably  over  budget.  Earlier  this  month,  FAA  Administrator  Hinson  appeared  before  the 
House  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Aviation  Subcommittee  to  testify  that  modernization 
is  not  proceeding  as  planned.  Already,  Mr.  Hinson  has  replaced  the  top  managers  assigned 
to  the  contract  for  the  AAS,  a  move  which  Aviation  Daily  said  came  in  response  to  an  interim 
review  which  showed  that  the  "costs  [of  the  AAS]  could  reach  $7.3  billion  and  additional 
delays  of  up  to  31  months  could  be  incurred."^ 

Originally,  the  AAS  was  scheduled  to  be  operational  by  October  1996;  a  31 -month 
delay  would  carry  into  May  1999.  Undoubtedly,  the  FAA  had  not  anticipated  such 
complications;  nevertheless,  as  staffing  levels  continue  to  plummet,  the  frequency  of  similar 
outages  occurring  at  other  facilities  has  been  greatly  enhanced.  Obviously,  the  FAA  is  cutting 
its  safety-related  and  technical  staffing  levels  far  too  quickly  to  meet  current  system 
requirements.  Hence,  each  time  a  tower  or  a  facility  is  left  without  24  hour  on-site 
maintenance  personnel,  the  safety  and  the  reliability  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  will  be 
jeopardized. 

Unfortunately,  the  AF  staffing  problems  are  not  limited  to  the  Tampa  incident.  Almost 
daily,  PASS  receives  staffing  "horror  stories"  from  our  members  around  the  country.  For 
instance: 

•  Since  January  1994,  the  Portland,  ME,  Radar  Data  Unit  has  had  only  two  Systems 
Specialists  available  to  cover  watches  for  fourteen  different  facilities.  As  a  result,  the 
manager  of  the  unit  has  had  to  cover  watch  shifts.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
manager  is  not  a  fully  certified  watchstander. 


^  Adair,  Bill.  "Controllers  Question  TIA  Safety."  St.  Petersburg  Times  (February  17,  1994,  1A). 

'  "FAA  Again  Revamps  AAS  Program  Citing  Possible  Cost  Increases,  Delays."  Aviation  Daily  (March 
4,  1994,  355). 
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•  In  Alaska,  there  is  currently  a  30%  turnover  of  field  jobs.  In  fact,  the  Northern 
Alaska  Sector  has  22  critical  vacancies  in  the  electronics  and  environmental  fields. 

•  At  the  Indianapolis  ARTCC,  staffing  problems  are  evident  in  every  unit.  The  Flight 
Data  Processing  Unit  has  no  fully-trained  Systems  Specialists.  Because  of  staffing 
and  funding  shortfalls,  it  is  impossible  to  send  people  to  school  at  the  same  time.  At 
best,  training  may  be  completed  in  five  years.  Meanwhile,  in  1985,  the  Radar  Data 
Processing  Unit  had  1 8  fully-trained  Systems  Specialists;  today,  there  are  only  six  fully- 
trained  journeymen,  one  almost  fully-trained  journeyman,  and  three  developmentals. 
Finally,  in  the  Environmental  Support  Unit,  staffing  levels  call  for  17  Systems 
Specialists;  there  are  actually  only  10  on  board.  Although  this  unit  is  critically 
understaffed,  it  is  still  expected  to  complete  the  work  requirements  of  four  different 
position  descriptions. 

•  In  the  Shenandoah  Sector,  there  is  only  one  electro-mechanical  Systems  Specialist 
on  staff.  This  Specialist's  workload  includes  the  maintenance  and  certification  for  4 
approach  lighting  systems,  as  well  as  the  backup  maintenance  for  emergency  power 
systems,  air  conditioning  and  heating  units,  and  other  facility  environmental 
requirements  for  23  additional  facilities.  These  facilities  are  spread  over  a  wide  area 
which  includes  mountainous  eastern  West  Virginia. 

•  At  Detroit's  Metropolitan  Airport,  which  serves  as  Northwest  Airlines  busiest  hub, 
the  shortage  of  fully  certified  Systems  Specialists,  combined  with  a  lack  of  FAA  funds 
for  overtime  compensation,  is  resulting  in  critical  shifts  being  left  open.  This  is  very 
similar  to  the  situation  in  Tampa.  Although  the  FAA's  own  regulations  require  24  hour, 
7  day  watch  coverage  at  airports  like  Detroit's,  radar,  computer,  navigational  and 
communications  specialties  are  typically  covered  only  16  hours  a  day.  Meanwhile, 
Environmental  Specialists  can  cover  only  Monday  through  Friday  day  shifts,  leaving 
some  of  the  required  maintenance  and  testing  of  critical  systems  unfinished. 

•  At  Cleveland's  Hopkins  Airport,  which  serves  as  a  major  hub  for  Continental  Airlines, 
Radar  and  Computer  Specialists  cannot  even  begin  to  cover  7  day  a  week  watches 
during  all  of  the  peak  traffic  periods.   Thus,  3  of  7  evening  shifts  are  now  unmanned. 

•  At  Fort  Worth's  ARTCC,  there  is  a  severe  staffing  shortage  in  the  Flight  Data 
Processing  Unit.  Systems  Specialists  in  this  unit  are  responsible  for  keeping  the  IBM 
9020E  computer  functional.  There  are  only  5  Systems  Specialists  -  only  4  are 
certified  -  to  maintain  this  system  24  hours  a  day,  7  days  a  week.  Parts  for  the 
9020E  are  virtually  obsolete,  and  there  is  no  training  available.  Just  5  years  ago,  12 
Systems  Specialists  staffed  this  unit. 

As  you  can  see,  understaffing  is  widespread  and  is  severely  hindering  our  AF 
workforce.  Yet,  rather  than  confronting  and  rectifying  the  staffing  problems  that  the  GAO 
cited  and  that  these  examples  substantiate,  the  FAA  has  instead  resorted  to  contracting  out. 
Last  year,  this  Subcommittee  recognized  the  need  for  more  Systems  Specialists  and  less 
outside  contractors  and  passed  legislation  "restoring  237  staff  years  to  the  FAA's  in-house 
maintenance  workforce."  Unfortunately,  the  FAA  used  these  allotted  positions  to  hire 
employees  to  design  software  and  to  assist  in  engineering  projects.  No  employees  were  hired 
for  field  positions! 
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PASS  firmly  maintains  that  contracting  out  not  only  presents  many  logistical  and 
financial  drawbacks,  but  it  also  compounds  staffing  problems.  In  Alaska,  for  instance,  the 
FAA  has  had  to  assume  the  maintenance  of  44  AWOS  systems  effective  April  1,  1994,  due 
to  an  inadequate  response  time  from  the  hired  contractors.  According  to  the  GAO,  the  FAA 
would  save  about  $45,000  per  staff  year  if  it  utilized  its  in-house  staff  rather  than  contractor 
staff.  In  these  days  of  "reinventing  government,"  the  FAA's  allotment  for  outside  contracting 
is  clearly  an  outrageous  and  unjustifiable  expenditure. 

AF  REAHGNMENT 

Approximately  three  years  ago,  management  personnel  within  the  Airway  Facilities 
organization  embarked  upon  a  Strategic  Planning  Initiative  to  streamline  the  maintenance 
functions  of  the  AF  system.  Because  the  FAA  is  top  heavy  with  management  personnel,  the 
goal  of  this  endeavor  is  to  reduce  the  employee  to  supervisor  ratio  through  the  consolidation 
and  realignment  of  a  number  of  the  FAA  regional  field  offices.  Interestingly,  Vice  President 
Gore's  NPR  has  also  since  found  the  FAA  to  have  too  many  bosses  and  not  enough  workers, 
and  it  too  supports  a  "flattening"  of  the  organization. 

According  to  the  FAA's  data,  the  implementation  of  regional  realignment  is  to  begin 
in  FY  1 995,  with  an  expected  completion  date  of  January  1 ,  1 998.  By  the  end  of  FY  1 995, 
the  FAA  hopes  that  realignment  will  reduce  the  employee/supervisor  ratio  to  10:1;  by  the  end 
of  FY  1999,  this  ratio  is  targeted  to  be  15:1.  Unfortunately,  by  design,  there  are  large 
numbers  of  managers  involved  with  the  realignment,  and  many  of  these  managers  seem  to 
be  more  interested  in  protecting  the  salaries  which  a  management  pay  grade  affords  them 
than  they  are  with  streamlining  the  AF.  Thus,  they  are  creating  new  "non-supervisory" 
management  positions.  As  a  result,  safety-related  positions  are  being  left  shorthanded,  and 
our  staffing  problems  are  being  magnified. 

At  the  Fort  Worth  ARTCC,  for  instance,  staffing  levels  authorize  87  positions;  in  FY 
1995,  staffing  will  be  reduced  by  3  to  84  positions.  As  in  many  centers,  there  is  no 
specification  as  to  how  many  of  the  Fort  Worth  positions  should  be  safety-related  and  how 
many  should  be  managerial.  During  the  last  several  years,  safety-related  positions  have 
repeatedly  been  replaced  with  management  positions,  with  the  manager  also  performing 
technical  work.  Once  realignment  is  implemented,  though,  management  will  be  streamlined. 

As  you  can  see,  the  problem  with  the  FAA's  realignment  is  that  there  is  no 
consideration  being  given  to  the  number  of  safety-related  positions  that  managers  have  filled. 
Although  many  supervisory  positions  will  be  abolished,  the  amount  of  work  to  be  done  will 
remain  the  same  or  will  increase.  Consequently,  the  already  overburdened  Systems 
Specialists  will  face  enormous  challenges  as  they  attempt  to  handle  more  tasks  with  less 
assistance. 

Since  AF  realignment  will  produce  reduced  staffing  levels  at  many  lower  level  facilities, 
general  aviation  and  corporate  aviation  communities  across  the  country  will  incur  unfair 
delays.  We  believe  that  the  major  hubs  and  centers  will  be  serviced  while  the  rest  of  the 
system  will  be  maintained  only  as  time  and  conditions  permit.  Obviously,  then,  current 
realignment  efforts  surely  do  not  fulfill  the  intentions  of  the  Strategic  Planning  Initiative,  nor 
do  they  meet  the  goals  of  the  NPR.  Certainly,  if  realignment  proceeds  in  this  fashion,  the 
outcome  will  be  disastrous  for  staffing  levels  within  the  Systems  Specialist  workforce. 
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FLIGHT  STANDARDS  AVIATION  SAFETY  INSPECTORS 

Today,  the  FAA  employs  approximately  2,400  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  to  oversee 
10,699  air  carrier  and  air  taxis  aircraft,  4,783  repair  stations,  661  pilot  training  schools,  192 
maintenance  schools,  682,959  active  pilots  and  184,434  general  aviation  aircraft.  These 
Inspectors  are  the  only  FAA  employees  with  "Safety"  as  their  middle  name. 

Since  1 983,  the  FAA  has  doubled  the  size  of  its  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  workforce, 
and  Congress  has  mandated  that  Inspectors  spend  at  the  minimum  of  35%  of  their  time 
performing  inspections.  Still,  the  GAG  reported  last  year  that  the  FAA  was  not  meeting  this 
goal.  Why  do  Inspectors  remain  unable  to  complete  the  required  14  hours  per  week  of 
inspections?  This  problem  can  be  directly  attributed  to  the  serious  imbalance  which  exists  in 
the  ratio  between  the  number  of  clerical  employees  and  the  number  of  Inspectors. 

Currently,  on  average,  for  every  eleven  Inspectors  in  most  Flight  Standards  District 
Offices  (FSDOs)  there  is  only  one  clerical  staffer  available  to  offer  assistance.  Yet,  FAA 
Inspectors  have  reported,  from  personal  observation  and  experience,  that  about  30%  to  35% 
of  the  work  executed  in  a  FSDO  is  clerical.  As  a  result  of  this  lack  of  clerical  staff,  each 
Aviation  Safety  Inspector  spends  about  25%  of  his  or  her  time  performing  the  following 
clerical  duties:  typing;  filing;  preparing  mailing  lists;  managing  files  and  records;  revising 
Advisory  Circular,  FAR,  and  FAA  Technical  Orders;  and  answering  telephones. 

Around  the  country,  pleas  by  Inspectors  for  more  Administrative  help  are  being  denied 
by  the  FAA  because  of  insufficient  funds,  and  the  staffing  problems  are  only  worsening.  One 
PASS  Inspector  from  the  Salt  Lake  City  FSDO  recently  reported  to  us  that  his  office  is 
desperately  in  need  of  Administrative  Personnel.    He  writes, 

"We  have  Inspectors  answering  telephones  every  day  of  every  week  In  the  mornings.  We  have 
$25  per  hour  Inspectors  performing  a  $5-$8  per  hour  job  function.  It  Is  a  tremendous  waste 
of  time  and  money.  The  worst  part  about  this  Is  that  we  could  be  out  In  the  field  doing  some 
of  our  primary  work  functions,  namely  Inspecting,  Investigating,  and  certifying  airman.  In 
Operations-Certificate  Management,  we  have  one  administrative  person  to  work  with  fourteen 
Inspectors.  That  Is  not  enough!  If  an  efficiency  expert  came  into  the  FAA  to  study  how  we 
conduct  business  we  would  flunk." 

Given  the  Administration's  emphasis  on  cost  containment  and  budget  restraints,  not  to 
mention  the  NPR's  commitment  "to  do  more  with  less,"  how  can  the  FAA  justify  that  GS-13 
and  GS-14  level  Inspectors  spend  so  much  time  performing  the  functions  that  should  be 
carried  out  by  a  GS-6  or  GS-7  clerk? 

In  order  to  alleviate  some  of  the  Inspectors'  work  load  requirements  for  para-technical 
assistance,  the  FAA  created  a  new  Aviation  Safety  Technician  (AST)  position  at  the  GS  1 802- 
08  level.  PASS  applauds  the  establishment  of  this  new  position;  unfortunately,  however,  the 
positive  impact  that  the  creation  of  this  position  may  have  had  on  the  Inspectors  has  so  far 
been  slight.  By  FAA  guidelines,  any  positions  that  are  established  must  be  filled  within 
current  position  and  resource  allocations  and  must  be  in  line  with  any  freeze  restrictions.  No 
additional  positions  or  PC  &  B  are  now  available  to  support  creation  of  these  positions,  and 
there  is  no  requirement  that  these  positions  be  established  in  any  office.  Consequently,  there 
are  presently  less  than  10  AST  positions  filled  throughout  the  Flight  Standards  branch. 
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For  FY  1 995,  the  FAA  intends  to  increase  staffing  in  Flight  Standards  by  305  positions. 
To  date,  the  Agency  has  not  formally  stated  what  positions  it  intends  to  increase.  PASS 
definitely  welcomes  any  increase  in  staffing,  and  we  are  hopeful  that  priority  be  placed  on 
substantially  increasing  the  number  of  clerical  and  AST  positions.  Although  the  number  of 
Safety  Inspectors  is  relatively  stable  right  now,  it  is  also  very  important  that  the  FAA  hire  new 
Inspectors.  Currently,  the  average  Inspector  is  close  to  50  years  old;  the  workforce  is  mature 
and  will  likely  experience  a  relatively  high  rate  of  retirement  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Given 
the  fact  that  a  journeyman  Inspector  must  be  trained  for  a  minimum  of  two  years,  the  FAA 
must  begin  hiring  sufficient  numbers  of  Inspectors  to  offset  the  attrition  rates  expected  in  the 
upcoming  years. 

Because  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  are  among  the  most  professional  and  dedicated  air 
personnel  in  the  world,  the  FAA  has  established  very  high  standards  that  potential  Inspectors 
must  meet  to  qualify  for  employment  with  the  Agency.  Once  an  Inspector  is  hired,  FAA 
Orders  stipulate  that  he  or  she  must  be  provided  with  constant  proficiency  and  flight  training, 
as  well  as  with  exposure  to  the  latest  industrial  aircraft,  systems,  and  technologies,  in  order 
to  stay  current  on  the  highly  complex  and  technical  strides  being  made  in  the  aviation 
industry.  Unfortunately,  the  FAA  is  rarely  able  to  meet  its  own  requirements  due  to  a 
dangerously  scarce  availability  of  training  funds. 

Clearly,  the  lack  of  training  funds  is  a  severe  hinderance  to  the  Inspector  workforce. 
For  instance.  General  Aviation  Operations  Inspectors  continue  to  conduct  flight  tests  in 
aircraft  that  they  themselves  have  never  flown  or  in  which  they  have  had  minimal  experience, 
despite  the  fact  that  their  flight  proficiency  often  barely  meets  the  absolute  minimum 
standards  set  by  FAA  regulations.  In  this  capacity,  the  Inspectors  are  required  to  subject  pilot 
applicants  to  simulated  emergency  conditions;  moreover,  they  are  supposed  to  know  how  and 
when  to  intervene  if  the  simulated  emergency  should  become  real. 

Air  Carrier  Operations  Inspectors,  meanwhile,  are  expected  to  pass  the  same  6-month 
proficiency  checks  that  the  line  pilots  are  given.  While  the  line  pilots  have  most  likely  flown 
some  four  hundred  hours  in  the  aircraft  during  the  6-month  period,  the  Inspector  is  fortunate 
if  he/she  has  flown  four  hours  in  a  flight  simulator. 

Finally,  like  their  counterparts,  Airworthiness  Inspectors  are  constantly  required  to 
inspect  and  to  certify  equipment  without  proper  training  or  exposure.  Surely,  the  quality  of 
airman  and  aircraft  certification  and  surveillance  is  directly  related  to  the  technical  expertise 
and  qualifications  of  the  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  workforce.  If  the  FAA  and  Congress 
neglect  the  latter,  the  former  will  no  doubt  suffer  by  default. 

As  you  can  see,  the  FAA  is  in  blatant  non-compliance  with  its  own  established 
procedures  regarding  the  training,  currency,  and  qualification  of  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors. 
The  Agency  claims  that  budget  constraints  leave  them  with  no  alternative.  Consequently, 
proper  oversight  of  the  aviation  industry  by  a  current  and  proficient  Inspector  workforce  has 
become  an  illusion.  In  the  short-term,  the  margin  of  aviation  safety  is  definitely  being 
narrowed;  in  the  long-term,  the  flying  skies  may  be  seriously  jeopardized. 
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Certainly,  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  are  seriously  challenged  by  the  FAA's  insufficient 
hiring  of  support  staff  and  by  the  Agency's  limited  allocation  of  training  dollars. 
Unfortunately,  these  are  not  the  only  problems  with  which  an  Inspector  must  deal. 
Surprisingly,  most  Inspectors  still  do  not  have  a  computer  at  their  work  stations;  therefore, 
they  are  often  forced  to  wait  for  indefinite  periods  of  time  before  they  can  utilize  computer 
equipment.  Currently,  very  few  portable  computers  are  available  to  Inspectors,  although  the 
use  of  portable  or  "lap-top"  computers  would  enable  an  Inspector  to  obtain  information 
readily.  With  portable  computers,  greater  efficiency  would  be  achieved  since  an  Inspector 
could  retrieve  or  enter  data  on  an  individual  or  an  operator  at  the  site  of  an  inspection  rather 
than  having  to  wait  to  travel  back  to  the  office,  which  in  some  cases  is  hundreds  of  miles 
away. 

Even  if  computers  were  available,  the  FAA  computer  software  and  sub-system 
databases  remain  unnecessarily  complex  and  difficult  to  access  and  to  integrate. 
Characteristic  of  the  Office  Automation  Technology  and  Services  (OATS)  system  are 
complicated  sign  on/sign  off  procedures  and  multiple  variations  in  programs.  Likewise,  the 
Program  Tracking  and  Reporting  Subsystem  (PTRS)  data  is  of  questionable  utility  and  validity, 
as  it  remains  difficult  to  retrieve  and  to  execute. 

Because  there  is  no  interface  between  software  systems,  computer  operators  must 
maneuver  through  a  maze  of  different  modules  to  reach  a  specific  program.  Information  is 
often  redundant,  and  a  great  deal  of  time  and  paper  is  wasted  on  printing  documents,  since 
each  document  or  page  that  is  printed  is  separated  by  a  blank  piece  of  paper.  Surely,  even 
the  most  advanced  computer  user  would  find  the  FAA's  systems  to  be  unfriendly.  Not  only 
must  Inspectors  deal  with  these  systems  on  a  daily  basis,  but  most  of  them  are  given  little 
or  no  useful  training  prior  to  being  expected  to  utilize  this  equipment. 

Obviously,  the  FAA  must  redesign  its  computer  software  and  must  make  computers 
available  to  all  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors.  Similarly,  the  Agency  also  needs  to  re-evaluate  its 
enroute  inspection  policy.  Last  year,  PASS  testified  that  the  FAA  could  utilize  its  Inspector 
resources  more  effectively  and  could  save  approximately  $1  million  dollars  each  year  by 
expanding  its  enroute  inspection  policy,  thus  granting  more  Inspectors  access  to  the  flight 
decks  of  our  nation's  air  carriers. 

Although  an  Enroute  Inspection  Policy  Order  has  since  been  issued  which  clearly 
expresses  that  more  Inspectors  should  be  encouraged  and  qualified  to  conduct  enroute 
inspections,  this  Order  is  being  misinterpreted  and  ignored  by  field  office  management  in  many 
field  offices.  During  the  past  year,  many  qualified  Inspectors  have  requested  to  conduct 
enroute  inspections  under  the  Order.  PASS  has  been  informed  that  most  of  these  requests 
have  been  denied  by  management;  the  FAA  has  generally  disguised  these  denials  under  the 
guise  of  management's  right  to  assign  work  or,  in  this  case,  not  to  assign  work.  To  date, 
national  and  regional  management  has  failed  to  enforce  the  intent  of  the  Order  and  to 
encourage  more  frequent  and  money  saving  enroute  inspections  by  all  qualified  Inspectors. 
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PASS  finds  it  shocking  that  the  FAA  is  wasting  Inspector  resources  and  considerable 
amounts  of  Agency  funds  by  failing  to  enforce  its  Enroute  Inspection  Policy  Order.  PASS  was 
even  more  shocked  to  learn  that  the  FAA  has  halted  the  procurement  of  protective  clothing 
and  equipment  for  all  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  who  are  routinely  ordered  to  closely  examine 
aircraft  accident  sites.  Initial  hazard  awareness  training  had  begun  earlier  this  year;  however, 
the  FAA  abruptly  stopped  this  training  after  it  determined  that  the  Agency  lacked  the 
necessary  funds.  Consequently,  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  risk  exposure  to  HIV,  Hepatitis-B, 
and  other  blood  borne  pathogens  simply  because  the  FAA  cannot  allocate  money  for  proper 
safety  training. 

When  the  operating  procedures  of  one  FSDO  were  brought  to  the  attention  of  OSHA 
in  1993,  the  FAA  was  found  to  be  in  deliberate  violation  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Act.  PASS  has  been  advised  that  the  money  needed  to  fund  this  program  -- 
approximately  $750,000  --  is  actually  available,  but  will  not  be  released  by  the  Administrator's 
Office  to  the  Flight  Standards  Service.  Evidently,  the  lives  of  Inspectors  are  not  sufficiently 
high  up  on  the  FAA's  fiscal  priority  list. 

As  you  can  see,  the  Aviation  Safety  Inspector  workforce  must  routinely  deal  with  a 
myriad  of  problems  --  problems  which  can  even  be  life  threatening.  Yet,  unlike  other  FAA 
employees,  the  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  and  the  Aviation  Safety  Technicians  who  support 
them  have  been  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  the  Air  Traffic  Revitalization  Act  of  1981 
which  contains  the  5%  differential.  Undoubtedly,  the  safety  functions  provided  by  these 
employees  is  comprehensive  and  contributes  greatly  to  our  fine  aviation  system.  Still,  these 
dedicated  men  and  women  have  been  denied  the  5%  pay  differential  that  other  FAA 
employees  of  the  same  pay  grade  enjoy. 

OFFICE  OF  AVIATION  STANDARDS 

The  FAA's  Flight  Inspection  Program,  which  is  carried  out  by  the  Flight  Inspection 
Pilots,  Flight  Procedures  Specialists  and  Electronics  Systems  Specialists  within  the  Office  of 
Aviation  Standards  (AVN),  encompasses  the  airborne  inspection  of  instrument  flight 
procedures  and  electronic  signals  transmitted  by  navigational  aids.  Navigational  aids  and 
instrument  flight  procedures  provide  pilots  with  accurate  knowledge  of  their  aircraft,  allowing 
them  to  safely  navigate  the  aircraft  regardless  of  the  weather  conditions.  The  electronic 
signals  transmitted  by  these  navigational  aids  must  meet  safety  and  accuracy  standards  prior 
to  certification  by  the  FAA. 

To  ensure  the  accuracy  and  safety  of  the  airborne  guidance,  highly  trained  FAA  crews, 
flying  in  specially  equipped  aircraft,  inspect  air  navigational  aids  and  instrument  flight 
procedures  worldwide.  Additionally,  AVN  flight  inspection  crews  flight  check  the  instrument 
flight  procedures  to  ensure  that  they  are  practical,  unburdensome  to  the  cockpit  personnel, 
and  easily  interpreted  by  pilots.  Without  a  doubt,  every  passenger  and  crew  member  who 
uses  the  air  transportation  system  relies  upon  the  AVN  Flight  Inspection  Program.  Thus,  the 
regulatory  decisions  and  inspections  made  by  AVN  pilots  and  technicians  are  integral  to  the 
overall  safety  of  the  aviation  community. 
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Currently,  the  FAA  is  thoroughly  revamping  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS), 
prompting  some  of  the  most  significant  changes  in  aviation  history  since  the  development  of 
the  first  instrument  approach.  With  the  imminent  acceptance  and  certification  of  the  Global 
Positioning  System  (GPS)  as  the  latest  breakthrough  in  navigation,  the  FAA  must  be  prepared 
to  provide  the  maximum  utilization  of  this  new  technology.  Surely,  the  implementation  of 
GPS  will  revolutionize  air  travel  as  we  know  it.  All  estimates  of  growth  indicate  that  at  least 
10,000  new  GPS  approaches  will  be  demanded  by  FAA  customers  in  upcoming  years. 
Without  a  doubt,  AVN  Procedure  Specialists  and  Pilots  are  highly  skilled  and  are  most  capable 
of  leading  the  FAA  into  this  next  phase  of  airspace  development. 

Because  of  the  expected  impact  that  the  GPS  will  have  on  the  aviation  community,  as 
well  as  on  the  public  at  large,  PASS  is  concerned  about  the  short-sighted  direction  that  the 
FAA  is  taking  on  AVN  staffing.  Currently,  the  AVN's  reorganization  plan  appears  to  be 
designed  to  accomplish  personal  objectives  rather  than  the  objectives  that  are  best  for  the 
flying  public.  Under  the  pretense  of  "reinventing  government,"  AVN  management  is 
implementing  major  reorganization  changes  that  are  not  consistent  with  FAA's  own  internal 
staff  studies  which  address  the  future  increases  in  personnel  and  equipment  needed  in  this 
critical  area  of  aviation  growth. 

Today,  there  are  only  74  employees  throughout  the  AVN  unit  to  design  and  to  maintain 
the  entire  National  Airspace  System  procedural  program.  Yet,  in  1993,  an  FAA  staff  study 
revealed  that  1 83  Qualified  Procedures  Specialists  were  needed  to  oversee  the  current  number 
of  instrument  approach  systems.  (This  staffing  allocation  does  not  include  support  staff 
personnel.)  The  FAA  informed  Congress  that  only  1 60  Specialists  would  be  needed  if  a  new 
Instrument  Approach  Procedures  Automation  computer  system  was  purchased  to  enhance 
procedures  development.  According  to  the  study,  by  the  year  2000,  there  will  still  be  a 
requirement  for  143  persons  if  new  equipment  isn't  operational,  and  118  persons  otherwise. 

To  determine  the  number  of  aircraft,  crew  members,  and  maintenance  personnel 
required  for  staffing,  the  FAA  analyzed  the  number  of  Flight  Inspection  hours  flown.  Similarly, 
the  FAA  used  an  annual  figure  of  650  flight  hours  per  individual  to  decide  how  many  Flight 
Inspection  Pilots  are  needed.  Surely,  as  new  runways  are  added  and  new  instrument 
approaches  are  developed  to  accommodate  the  GPS,  more  flight  hours  will  be  necessary. 
Unfortunately,  the  FAA's  staffing  study  was  very  superficial.  No  consideration  was  given  to 
the  fact  that  it  takes  three  years  to  train  an  already  experienced  pilot  in  the  procedure 
development  skills  necessary  to  develop  safe,  flyable  instrument  approaches.  Moreover,  the 
standard  650  flight  hours  only  reflects  the  number  of  hours  the  pilot  spends  in  the  air;  it  does 
not  factor  in  the  time  it  takes  to  complete  flight  inspection  reports,  briefs,  and  training. 

Given  the  burgeoning  demands  being  placed  on  the  National  Airspace  System,  PASS 
is  alarmed  by  the  understaffing  of  AVN  personnel.  Although  AVN  management  cites  a  current 
need  for  only  84  pilots,  PASS  believes  that  131  Flight  Inspection  Pilots  and  158  Procedures 
Specialists  are  required  to  fulfill  the  Agency's  flight  inspection  mission.  Even  more  alarming 
than  the  staffing  shortfall  is  the  fact  that  AVN  management  is  already  compromising  its  safety 
standards  in  order  to  meet  the  Agency's  demand  to  downsize.  For  instance,  the  periodic 
inspection  of  VOR  navigational  facilities  has  been  extended  from  360  days  to  450  days. 
Additionally,  plans  are  in  the  works  to  eliminate  certain  important  checks  on  ILS  equipment 
and  to  change  the  frequency  of  reviewing  controlling  obstructions  for  instrument  approaches 
from  once  a  year  to  once  every  450  days. 
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By  far,  the  October  26,  1 993,  crash  of  an  FAA  aircraft  which  resulted  in  three  fatalities 
is  an  even  more  tragic  example  of  AVN  mismanagement.  On  April  12,  1994,  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  issued  a  stinging  report,  publicly  criticizing  FAA 
management  for  the  laxness  that  contributed  "to  a  recent  plane  crash  that  killed  three  of  its 
employees."*  These  employees  were  all  part  of  the  Atlantic  City  AVN  field  inspection  office. 
According  to  the  NTSB  report,  severe  organizational  deficiencies  and  ineffective  management 
actions  played  a  direct  role  in  this  accident.  The  Board  strongly  recommended  that  the  FAA 
strengthen  its  own  flight  operations  and  standards.  Moreover,  the  FAA  was  instructed  to 
Improve  safety  and  to  "apply  the  same  standards  to  itself  as  it  does  to  the  aviation  industry." 

Obviously,  the  FAA  has  adopted  a  very  dangerous  attitude  toward  air  safety  in  order 
to  offset  the  costs  of  hiring  additional  AVN  personnel.  PASS  firmly  believes  that  the  FAA 
must  prepare  now  for  the  future  and  for  the  advent  of  the  GPS  by  hiring  more  Flight 
Inspection  Pilots  and  AVN  Specialists.  Unless  the  FAA  reverses  its  current  direction,  the 
Agency's  ability  to  acquire,  to  train,  and  to  retain  the  highly  skilled  individuals  who  can  ensure 
a  safe  National  Airspace  System  will  be  severely  limited. 

PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT 

In  June  1 989,  the  FAA  established  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project  to  enhance  the 
Agency's  ability  to  recruit  and  retain  experienced,  qualified  employees  at  historically  hard-to- 
staff  facilities  in  the  New  York,  Los  Angeles,  San  Francisco,  and  Chicago  areas.  Under  the 
design  of  the  five-year  test  Project,  retention  allowances  of  20%  were  to  be  paid  quarterly 
to  certain  employees  at  each  of  the  selected  sites.  The  demonstration  pay  was  limited  to 
designated  positions,  including  Airway  Facilities  Systems  Specialists  and  Flight  Standards 
Aviation  Safety  Inspectors. 

According  to  a  1994  report  issued  by  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management*,  the  Pay 
Demo  Project  has  proven  to  be  quite  successful.  OPM's  report  indicates  that  the  Pay  Demo 
allowances  have  had  a  generally  positive  effect  on  improving  recruitment,  retention  and 
experience  levels  at  covered  facilities.  Moreover,  "the  demonstration  project  has  provided  the 
FAA  with  otherwise  unavailable  flexibility  to  deal  with  specific,  critical  staffing  problems." 
Despite  these  accomplishments,  the  Project  is  slated  to  end  in  June  1994. 

PASS  strongly  opposes  the  termination  of  Pay  Demo.  The  elimination  of  the  Pay  Demo 
Project  will  have  a  disastrous  impact  on  the  FAA  and  the  aviation  industry.  With  the  loss  of 
Pay  Demo  allowances,  employee  morale  will  surely  suffer.  Moreover,  employees  will  face 
substantial  pay  cuts,  ranging  from  12%  to  15%.  Not  only  will  the  FAA's  staffing  and 
experience  levels  in  covered  facilities  decrease  as  employees  retire  or  seek  reassignment,  but 
the  safety  of  the  flying  public  will  be  at  risk. 


*  Wilgoren,  Debbi.  "FAA  Management  Faulted  In  Crash  of  Agency  Plane."  The  Washington  Post 
(April  13,  1994,  A2). 

'  Miller,  Demaris  H.,  Ph.D.,  The  Status  of  the  DOT/FAA  Pay  Demonstration  Project:  September 
1993,  January  1994. 
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In  the  New  York  ARTCC,  30%  of  the  operational  workforce  is  now  eligible  to  retire. 
Likewise,  in  the  Aurora  Airway  Facilities  Sector,  which  supports  Chicago's  O'Hare 
International  Airport,  24  Systems  Specialists  are  eligible  to  retire;  they  have  remained  with  the 
FAA  largely  because  of  the  Pay  Demo  allowances.  In  all  likelihood,  without  the  added 
financial  incentive,  the  Aurora  facility  will  incur  at  least  a  40%  staffing  loss;  similar  losses  are 
projected  for  the  other  facilities  as  well.  Such  staffing  shortages  at  these  critical  facilities 
could  result  in  more  and  longer  equipment  outages,  as  well  as  in  more  delays  for  aircraft  and 
air  travel,  ultimately  jeopardizing  passengers  and  costing  the  airlines  millions  of  dollars. 

Undoubtedly,  should  Pay  Demo  be  eliminated,  Chicago  will  be  one  of  the  hardest  hit 
areas.  O'Hare  Airport  is  the  world's  busiest  airport,  handling  in  excess  of  1  million  operations 
annually.  Presently,  the  Chicago  ARTCC  is  already  experiencing  staffing  problems.  Scheduled 
watch  coverage  has  been  reduced  from  24  hours  to  16  hours  for  Computer,  Radar,  and  IFD 
Technicians.  Meanwhile,  the  Chicago  ARTCC  has  many  new  systems  scheduled  to  be 
operational  within  the  next  few  years.  These  systems  require  tremendous  amounts  of 
preparation  work.  The  absence  of  Pay  Demo  incentives,  when  combined  with  reduced 
staffing  levels,  will  cause  the  work  to  fall  behind  and,  consequently,  progress  in  every  other 
FAA  facility  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Plan  and  the  Advanced  Automation  System  will  also 
be  delayed.  The  long  term  costs  of  such  delays  and  staffing  shortages  will  far  exceed  any 
"savings"  that  may  result  from  eliminating  Pay  Demo. 

As  you  can  see,  the  termination  of  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project  will  have  devastating 
repercussions.  Ironically,  as  0PM  has  found,  if  Congress  and  the  FAA  proceed  with  the 
scheduled  elimination  of  Pay  Demo,  the  "conditions  which  produced  the  need  for  the  Project 
in  the  first  place  may  continue  to  exist  or  may  recur."  In  light  of  all  of  this,  PASS  strongly 
urges  Congress  to  continue  to  fund  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project  and  to  enact  legislation 
making  the  program  permanent. 

THE  EMPLOYEE  INVOLVEMENT  PROCESS 

For  the  last  nine  years,  PASS  and  the  FAA  --  through  a  highly  praised  Employee 
Involvement  (El)  program  --  have  made  significant  progress  in  enhancing  labor-management 
relations,  operational  efficiency,  and  productivity.  Organized  in  1985  as  a  two-year  pilot 
program  in  the  Eastern  Regional  AF  Division,  El  was  expanded  in  1 988  to  include  all  9  regional 
AF  Divisions  and  each  of  their  respective  sectors. 

The  El  program  is  Airway  Facilities'  commitment  for  a  system-wide  organizational 
change  to  total  quality  management  through  joint  problem  solving  and  collaborative  decision 
making.  Under  the  designs  of  this  program,  employees  are  encouraged  to  offer  the  FAA  input 
on  issues  such  as  staffing  allocations,  regional  budgets,  job  classification,  equipment 
acquisition  and  installation,  work  schedules,  and  employee  training.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  without  the  establishment  of  the  El  program,  the  Airway  Facilities  organization  and  the 
National  Airspace  System  would  not  function  as  they  do  today. 
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To  date,  the  PASS/FAA  El  program  has  helped  to  alleviate  and  to  avert  many  problems; 
the  significant  decrease  in  the  number  of  employees  filing  grievances  is  just  one  indication  of 
this  success.  Additionally,  PASS  has  been  provided  with  greater  opportunities  to  participate 
in  AF  endeavors.  For  instance,  thanks  to  the  relationship  that  PASS  and  the  FAA  have 
fostered  through  El,  AF  management  at  the  highest  levels  insisted  that  PASS  be  made  a 
partner  in  the  FAA's  Strategic  Planning  Initiative  to  realign  the  AF. 

As  you  can  see.  El  has  been  the  bedrock  for  improved  governmental  operations  within 
the  Airway  Facilities  unit.  Unfortunately,  given  the  FAA's  decreased  funding  for  operations, 
as  well  as  the  increased  reliance  on  contract  maintenance,  PASS  is  worried  that  the 
accomplishments  we  have  made  through  El  will  be  endangered  and  future  developments  will 
be  threatened.  Not  only  is  it  essential  that  the  FAA  and  Congress  recognize  the  valuable 
lessons  that  can  be  learned  from  the  PASS/FAA  El  program,  it  is  important  that  the  El  program 
be  expanded  to  include  our  Flight  Standards  and  AVN  units. 

CONCLUSION 

Without  question.  Systems  Specialists,  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors,  and  AVN  Flight 
Inspection  Pilots  and  Specialists  face  serious  obstacles  as  the  FAA  attempts  to  keep  our 
airways  system  operating  at  the  highest  possible  safety  levels  with  the  least  amount  of 
available  funds.  What  I  have  tried  to  emphasize  to  you  today  is  the  importance  of  staffing; 
it  is  crucial  that  the  FAA  increase  staffing  to  meet  necessary  and  realistic  levels.  Otherwise, 
the  consequences  for  the  aviation  industry  and  the  flying  public  could  be  severe. 

According  to  our  sources  at  the  FAA,  only  75%  of  scheduled  AF  routine  work  is 
presently  being  done  throughout  the  country  because  of  insufficient  staffing.  The 
maintenance  time  needed  to  phase  in  new  equipment  or  to  respond  to  outages,  such  as  the 
one  at  Tampa  International,  are  not  factored  into  this  equation.  Thus,  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  budget  cuts  produced  by  reduced  staffing  levels  in  the  FAA  could  lead  to  a 
dramatically  increased  margin  of  error  over  the  next  several  years.  Too  often,  the  FAA  has 
only  responded  to  an  aviation  disaster  after  one  has  occurred.  Congress  must  take  measures 
to  prevent  this  from  happening  once  again. 

Unless  this  Subcommittee  and  the  FAA  recognize  and  address  the  staffing  problems 
that  we  have  presented  in  this  testimony,  PASS  resolutely  asserts  that  a  crucial  opportunity 
to  make  a  change  and  to  achieve  the  goals  laid  out  by  the  Administration  and  the  NPR  will  be 
lost.  Ultimately,  we  are  all  interested  in  achieving  the  same  result  --  the  safest  and  most 
efficient  airspace  system  in  the  world.    To  this  end,  PASS  recommends  that  Congress: 

•  Increase  AF  Systems  Specialist,  Aviation  Safety  Inspector,  and  AVN 
Pilots/Procedures  Specialist  staffing  levels  to  meet  current  system  requirements  and 
projected  future  requirements  after  attrition.  I^oreover,  it  is  essential  for  Congress 
again  to  acknowledge  that  the  use  of  contract  maintenance  is  not  a  cost  efficient 
alternative  to  utilizing  in-house  staff;  if  the  contracting  out  budget  was  reduced,  the 
savings  could  be  redirected  to  hire  needed  personnel  in  the  field. 
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•  Consider  that  the  delay  of  the  AAS  will  require  the  FAA  to  hire  and  train  Systems 
Specialists  to  perform  maintenance  and  repair  on  older,  outdated  equipment. 
Therefore,  because  of  the  anticipated  AAS  delay,  insist  that  the  FAA  submit  to  this 
Subcommittee  a  report  on  the  staffing  needs  and  training  requirements  for  Systems 
Specialists.  Additionally,  PASS  recommends  that  the  FAA  offer  incentives  to  help 
retain  the  current  workforce  until  staffing  needs  are  met. 

•  Recognize  the  importance  of  the  PASS/FAA  El  program  and  instruct  the  FAA  to 
support  and  to  fund  the  current  AF  program  and  to  initiate  similar  programs  within  its 
Flight  Standards  and  Office  of  Aviation  Standards  units.  Without  an  El  program,  these 
two  units  will  never  function  as  efficiently  as  they  could  or  should. 

•  Investigate  the  AF  Realignment  Strategic  Planning  Initiative  to  ensure  that  the  NPR's 
goal  to  flatten  the  managerial  hierarchy  does  not  escalate  into  an  expensive  scheme 
to  fatten  "non-supervisory"  management  positions. 

•  Include  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  in  the  Air  Traffic  Revitalization  Act  of  1 981  which 
encompasses  all  other  safety-related  personnel. 

•  Make  changes  in  acquisition,  procurement,  and  personnel  policies  since  the  existence 
of  arbitrary  personnel  ceilings,  civil  service  requirements,  and  the  lack  of  competitive 
pay  make  it  unnecessarily  difficult  to  attract  and  to  retain  a  talented  and  sophisticated 
workforce. 

•  Reject  President  Clinton's  proposal  to  decrease  next  year's  cost  of  living  raise  from 
2.6%  to  1.6%  and  to  discontinue  funding  for  locality  pay  raises  in  1995.  Last  year. 
Congress  disagreed  with  the  President  on  this  issue  and  implemented  locality  pay;  in 
1 995,  we  urge  you  to  fund  the  2.6%  national  raise  and  to  continue  locality  pay  raises. 

•  Realize  that  the  termination  of  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project  will  adversely 
affect  Systems  Specialists  and  Safety  Inspectors  working  in  Chicago,  New  York,  Los 
Angeles  and  Oakland,  causing  them  a  tremendous  loss  of  income.  The  Pay 
Demonstration  Project  is  a  needed  incentive  to  retain  employees  in  these  hard  to  staff 
areas.  We  urge  Congress  to  pass  legislation  to  fund  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project 
beyond  June  1 994. 

•  Consider  all  proposals,  including  the  Air  Traffic  Control  corporation,  to 
restructure  the  FAA  into  a  more  efficient,  revitalized  organization.  As  a  government 
corporation,  the  FAA  would  be  free  from  the  budget  enforcement  act.  Title  5  personnel 
prohibitions,  and  archaic  acquisition  and  procurement  rules.  For  economic  and 
competitive  reasons.  Congress  and  the  FAA  must  now  think,  act,  and  respond  to  global 
airspace  developments  so  as  to  rebuild  a  stronger  National  Airspace  System. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  again  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  you.    I  would  now  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any 
questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  think  your  figures 
are  quite  surprising.  I  have  been  concerned  with  regards  to  the  buy 
out.  I  have  said  for  the  record  I  think  this  whole  buy  out  issue, 
they  have  spent  their  money  several  times,  and  yet  I  think  it  is 
going  to  take  some  of  the  most  critical  people  out  of  the  govern- 
ment. That  seems  to  run  counter  to  what  the  FAA  said. 

They  were  very  casual  about  it  when  Mr.  Hinson  was  up  here 
last  week. 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  The  34.7  percent  I  spoke  of  is  for  the  airways 
facility  work  force. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  still,  I  don't  think  they  are  going  to  make  it  avail- 
able to  air  traffic  controllers. 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  No,  the  people  we  represent,  the  systems  spe- 
cialists and  airways  facilities  flight  standards  and  AVN  are  ex- 
cluded from  that,  which  has  caused  another  problem. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  has  a  fairness  problem,  yes.  I  don't  know  how 
you  get  around  that.  You  can't — ^they  are  only  making  it  available 
to  mid  level,  too.  If  somebody  is  a  GS-9,  they  are  not  eligible,  and 
so  there  seems  to  be  an  unfairness,  and  yet  on  the  other  hand,  they 
can't  cannibalize  the  system  and  take  away  people  that  are  abso- 
lutely critical,  but  in  the  process  many  of  the  people  who  are  apply- 
ing for  the  buy  outs  are  really  kind  of  critical  people. 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  Very,  very  definitely.  They  have  been  doing  a 
lot  of  things  that  have  kept  the  system  going  throughout  years,  and 
I  think  what  is  kicking  in  place  now  is  that  I  think  there  is  going 
to  be  a  need  for  an  equal  sum  or  more  to  get  people  to  stay. 

What  we  have  done  is  we  have  pushed  or  allowed  so  many  people 
to  go  out  the  door,  I  think  here  real  soon  there  will  be  a  number 
of  voices  raising  the  issue  of  we  need  $25,000  to  get  people  to  stay 
for  two  years.  I  think  that  is  the  only  way  we  are  going  to  be  able 
to  keep  the  staff. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  think  Vice  President  Gore  will  support  that? 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  I  don't  know,  but  I  will  ask  him  personally  if 
I  can  get  to  him. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions.  You  might  share  that 
with  the  FAA  or  maybe  what  I  will  do  is  get  your  testimony  and 
send  it  over  to  Mr.  Hinson. 

Mr.  JOHANNSSEN.  I  hand-delivered  it  to  Mr.  Hinson  and  Linda 
Daschle  on  Friday  afternoon.  I  don't  believe  in  surprises. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  being  here. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
NATIONAL  Am  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLERS 
ASSOCIATION  MEBA/AFL-CIO 

WITNESS 

JOHN    F.    THORNTON,    SENIOR    DIRECTOR-LEGISLATIVE    AFFAIRS, 
NATCA 
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Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  call  Mr.  John  Thornton,  the  Senior  Di- 
rector for  Legislative  Affairs  of  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers 
Association,  NATCA. 

Mr.  Thornton.  Grood  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf.  I  will 
condense  my  statement  and  ask  that  the  full  statement  be  put  in 
the  record. 

As  you  know,  NATCA  represents  the  15,000  men  and  women 
who  are  air  traffic  controllers  and  work  in  the  en  route  and  termi- 
nal operation  of  the  FAA.  The  FAA  has  assured  you  that  it  has 
enough  air  traffic  controllers  to  safely  staff"  its  air  traffic  control  fa- 
cilities. That  is  just  not  correct. 

We  still  receive  complaints  from  controllers  that  shifts  are  being 
started  with  fewer  controllers  than  the  FAA  has  said  is  necessary. 
The  controllers  are  unable  to  obtain  leave  when  requested  and  con- 
trol positions  are  being  combined  during  busy  hours  because  of 
staffing  shortages. 

The  FAA,  to  strengthen,  its  claims  will  cite  the  decline  in  over- 
time usage,  but  Mr.  Chairman,  the  truth  is  that  the  need  for  over- 
time has  not  declined,  just  the  agency's  ability  to  pay  it  has  de- 
clined. I  understand  that  you  have  already  received  testimony  from 
the  General  Accounting  Office  that  the  FAA  is  currently  1,533  con- 
trollers fewer  than  they  are  required  at  302  air  traffic  facilities. 

That  is  the  FAA's  own  numbers  that  said  that  they  are  that 
short.  Unfortunately,  the  FAA  is  responsible  to  revise  its  staffing 
standards  downwards  to  reduce  the  shortage.  Several  factors  can 
change  staffing  standards.  They  would  be  a  decrease  in  traffic  or 
an  advance  in  technology. 

As  you  know,  neither  is  likely  to  happen  in  the  near  future.  As 
far  as  traffic  goes,  the  very  opposite  is  expected  to  occur.  As  the  or- 
ganization representing  the  air  traffic  controllers,  we  are  very  con- 
cerned with  the  FAA's  seeming  unwillingness  to  go  forward  and 
make  fewer  controllers  do  more. 

The  result  of  this  unwise  policy  will  be  to  force  higher  rate  of 
controller  burnout  way  before  their  time.  The  bottom  line  is  that 
the  FAA  will  encounter  the  increased  costs  associated  with  medical 
retirements  and  then  have  to  rush  to  hire  replacement  controllers 
anyhow.  Also  the  FAA  must  realize  that  in  a  few  years  traffic  is 
slated  to  grow  tremendously.  Now  is  the  time  to  hire  and  train  the 
needed  controllers.  This  way  they  would  be  in  place  as  the  traffic 
grows. 

Another  issue  that  greatly  concerns  our  organization,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  the  contracting  out  of  level  1  VFR  towers.  While  this  pro- 
gram may  appear  to  make  sense  on  paper,  it  does  not  make  sense 
in  reality.  The  FAA  has  not  completed  the  required  cost  comparison 
studies  to  see  what  savings  would  occur.  They  have  not  considered 
the  cost  that  this  program  would  have  on  the  surrounding  commu- 
nities, and  they  have  not  considered  the  impact  it  would  have  on 
our  national  defense. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  FAA  not  only  has  not  completed  the  compari- 
son studies,  but  they  have  not  attempted  to  see  what  cost  savings 
ability  is  available  to  them  within  government.  The  impact  on  the 
surrounding  communities  could  be  disastrous.  Among  the  impacts 
would  be  ten  good  paying  Federal  jobs  at  the  GS-10  level  will  be 
traded  in  for  fewer  jobs  paying  the  same  hourly  rate. 
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We  expect  that  they  would  work  fewer  hours.  Reduced  wage  and 
benefit  standards  will  result  in  a  loss  of  tax  revenues,  public  ac- 
countability will  be  lost,  quality  of  service  will  be  lost,  airport  busi- 
ness and  revenues  will  be  lost  as  businesses,  like  the  flying  schools, 
will  move  to  more  desirable  locations.  Military,  Guard  and  Reserve 
squadrons  may  move  to  more  desirable  locations,  further  damaging 
the  economic  stability  of  the  community. 

Local  school  systems  will  be  hurt  as  the  Federal  and  military 
subsidies  are  no  longer  available.  All  or  several  of  these  impacts 
would  make  it  very  difficult  if  not  impossible  for  these  communities 
to  attract  new  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  facilities  also  provide  a  very  important  na- 
tional security  service.  Over  90  of  these  fields  are  utilized  by  the 
military.  Guard,  and  Reserve  for  practice  approaches.  These  low 
density  officials  allow  the  military  to  hone  and  enhance  their  flying 
skills  in  less  traveled  air  space.  The  military  chooses  these  fields 
for  practice  because  they  can  fly  more  approaches  per  hour,  which 
is  another  savings  to  the  U.S.  taxpayer. 

They  also  get  special  handling  from  the  federally  employed  air 
traffic  controllers  and  are  able  to  practice  awkward  approaches, 
such  as  opposite  direction,  and  overhead  and  DF. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  towers  are  very  valuable  to  the  national 
aerospace  system  and  should  be  retained  within  government.  I 
hope  you  will  pressure  the  FAA  to  take  another  look  at  this  pro- 
gram. We  stand  ready  and  willing  to  assist  the  FAA  in  finding 
ways  to  operate  these  facilities  and  to  continue  to  provide  these 
communities  with  the  best  air  traffic  control  services  available  at 
lower  cost. 

Remember,  once  these  jobs  are  gone,  they  ain't  coming  back. 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  important  issue  for  NATCA  is  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  Incentive  and  Retention  Pay  Program  for  the  FAA 
that  they  currently  pay  air  traffic  controllers  and  other  safety  sen- 
sitive groups,  who  are  assigned  to  historically  hard-to-staff  facili- 
ties. This  program  has  proven  itself  of  great  value.  The  purpose  of 
the  program  was  to  entice  and  retain  controllers  to  these  facilities. 

It  did  the  job  even  when  the  FAA  did  not  make  the  PVS  funding 
available.  The  FAA  has  testified  that  the  program  is  no  longer 
needed,  yet  at  the  same  time  they  build  a  fence  around  the  control- 
ler work  force  when  it  came  to  the  buy  outs.  They  also  testified  in 
front  of  the  House  Aviation  Subcommittee  last  month  that  it  wasn't 
needed  because  they  had  4,000  controllers  in  the  wings  willing  to 
go  to  these  facilities.  Yet  it  has  had  nine  months  since  President 
Clinton  lifted  the  ban  on  employing  former  PATCO  controllers  and 
the  FAA  has  not  yet  hired  its  first  PATCO  controller.  They  are  just 
talking  out  of  both  sides  of  their  mouth. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  made  its  feelings  abundantly 
clear  last  year.  You  put  the  controllers  at  those  facilities  on  the 
alert  that  you  would  no  longer  be  willing  to  continue  the  program 
after  June.  Unfortunately,  the  FAA  has  not  established  a  policy  to 
allow  those  who  want  to  leave  to  do  so,  so  therefore  they  remain 
at  the  most  busy  facilities  for  the  time  being.  But  those  who  are 
eligible  to  retire  probably  will. 

Senior  controllers  will  opt  out  as  soon  as  possible,  the  others  will 
follow  when  they  can.  Highly  qualified  controllers  will  no  longer  bid 
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into  these  facilities,  which  will  increase  overtime  usage  and  it  will 
increase  time  spent  training  raw  recruits  from  the  academy.  All 
this  could  have  a  very  dramatic  effect  on  the  efficiency  and  safety 
of  the  system  at  those  highly  traveled  areas.  We  have  a  highly 
qualified  work  force  in  place  now.  We  ask  you  to  help  us  keep  it 
there. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  corporatization  ef- 
fort for  air  traffic  control.  The  FAA  is  a  24-hour-day,  seven-day-per- 
week,  365-day-per-year  high-tech  work  environment.  The  current 
personnel  system  and  the  reforms  envisioned  under  the  National 
Performance  Review  is  geared  towards  an  eight-hour-day,  five-day- 
week  work  group. 

The  current  personnel  system  nor  the  NPR  reform  will  introduce 
the  flexibility  that  is  required.  We  feel  very  strongly  that  the  ATC 
function  of  the  FAA  must  be  corporatized.  I  also  am  part  of  the 
task  force  with  the  FAA.  I  feel  they  have  verbalized  the  compelling 
needs.  Earlier  we  heard  testimony  about  concerns  about  the  flight 
services  being  further  consolidated  or  done  away  with  completely. 

Those  activities  can  happen  today  under  the  current  FAA  pro- 
gram. I  think  they  are  more  likely  not  to  happen  under  a 
corporatized  program  where  the  FAA  has  a  consistent  fluid  funding 
apparatus.  We  believe  that  aviation  safety  would  be  enhanced 
under  the  corporatization  concept.  Controllers  would  be  able  to  be 
moved  around  the  country  as  needed,  and  would  be  able  to  attract 
controllers  at  our  busiest  facilities,  and,  hopefully,  the  technology 
that  we  depend  so  much  on  day  in  and  day  out  would  be  fielded 
and  in  place  before  it  becomes  obsolete. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  John  Thornton  follows:] 


I 
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Good  Morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name 
is  John  F.  Thornton  and  I  am  the  Senior  Director  -  Legislative  Affairs  of  the 
National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Association  (NATCA).  As  you  know,  NATCA 
represents  the  15,000  dedicated  men  and  women  who  separate  the  air  traffic  at 
FAA  enroute  and  terminal  facilities  throughout  the  world.  We  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  share  our  views  with  you  on  the  FAA's  FY'95  budget  request. 

As  you  know  Mr.  Chairman,  the  FAA  has  requested  $8.8  billion  for  their 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1995.  An  increase  of  $162M  (1.9%)  over  last  year's 
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As  the  organization  representing  air  traffic  controllers,  we  are  very 
concerned  with  the  FAA's  seeming  willingness  to  go  forward  and  make  fewer 
controllers  to  do  more.  The  result  of  this  unwise  policy  will  be  to  force  a  higher 
rate  of  controllers  to  "bum-out"  way  before  their  time.  The  bottom  line  is  that 
the  FAA  will  encounter  the  increased  costs  associated  with  medical  retirements 
and  then  have  to  rush  to  hire  replacement  controllers  anyhow. 

Also,  the  FAA  must  realize  that  in  a  few  years  air  traffic  is  slated  to  grow 
tremendously.  Now  is  the  time  to  hire  and  train  the  needed  controllers.  This 
way,  they  will  be  in  place  and  trained  as  the  traffic  grows. 

Another  issue  that  greatly  concerns  our  organization  Mr.  Chairman  is  the 
contracting-out  of  Level  I  VFR  Towers.  While  this  program  may  appear  to  make 
sense  on  paper,  it  does  not  make  sense  in  reality.  The  FAA  has  not  completed 
the  required  cost  comparison  studies  to  see  what  savings  could  occur.  They  have 
not  considered  the  cost  that  this  program  would  have  on  the  surrounding 
communities  and  they  have  not  considered  the  impact  it  would  have  on  our 
national  defense. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  FAA  not  only  has  not  completed  the  comparison  studies; 
but,  they  have  not  attempted  to  see  what  cost-cutting  ability  is  available  to  them 
within  government. 
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The  impact  on  the  surrounding  communities  could  be  disasterous.  Among 
the  impacts  would  be:  ten  good  paying  federal  jobs  at  the  GS-10  level  will  be 
traded  in  for  fewer  jobs  paid  at  the  same  hourly  rate  (we  expect  fewer  hours); 
reduced  wage  and  benefit  standards  will  result  in  a  loss  of  tax  revenues;  public 
accountability  will  be  lost;  quality  of  service  will  be  lost;  airport  business  and 
revenues  will  be  lost  as  businesses  like  flying  schools  move  to  more  desirable 
locations;  military/guard/reserve  (m/g/r)  squadrons  may  move  to  more  desirable 
locations  further  damaging  the  economic  stability  of  the  community;  and, 
schools  will  be  hurt  as  the  federal  and  military  subsidies  are  no  longer  available. 
All,  or  several  of  these  impacts  would  make  it  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
for  these  communities  to  attract  new  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  facilities  also  provide  a  very  important  national 
security  service.  Over  ninety  of  these  fields  are  utilized  by  the  m/g/r  for  practice 
approaches.  These  low  density  facilities  allow  the  m/g/r  to  hone  and  enhance 
their  flying  skills  in  less-traveled  airspace.  The  m/g/r  chooses  these  fields  for 
practice  because  they  can  fly  more  approaches  per  hour,  which  is  another 
savings  to  the  U.S.  taxpayer.  They  also  get  "special  handling"  from  the  federally 
employed  air  traffic  controllers  and  are  able  to  practice  "awkward"  approaches 
(opposite  direction,  df,  overhead,  etc.). 
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Mr.  Chairman,  these  towers  are  very  valuable  to  the  National  Airspace 
System  and  should  be  retained  within  government.  I  hope  you  will  pressure  the 
FAA  to  take  another  look  at  this  program.  We  stand  ready  and  willing  to  assist 
the  FAA  in  finding  ways  to  operate  these  facilities  and  to  continue  to  provide 
these  communities  with  the  best  air  traffic  control  services  available  at  lower 
costs.  Remember,  once  they  are  gone  ~  they  ain't  coming  back  ! 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  very  important  issue  to  NATCA  is  the  continuation 
of  the  incentive  and  retention  pay  program  that  the  FAA  currently  pays  to  air 
traffic  controllers  and  other  safety  sensitive  groups  who  are  assigned  to 
historically  hard-to-staff  facilities.  Did  you  notice  that  I  did  not  mention  -  Pay 
Demo? 

Seriously  though,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  program  has  proven  itself  to  be  of 
great  value.  The  purpose  of  the  program  was  to  entice  and  retain  controllers  to 
these  facilities.  It  did  the  job,  even  when  the  FAA  limited  the  PCS  funding. 

The  FAA  has  testified  that  the  program  is  no  longer  needed.  Yet  at  the  same 
time,  they  built  a  fence  around  the  controller  workforce  when  it  came  to  the 
$25,000  buy-outs.  They  also  testified  in  front  of  the  House  Aviation 
Subcommittee  last  month,  that  it  wasn't  needed  because  they  had  4,000 
controllers  in-the-wings,  willing  to  go  to  these  facilities.  Yet,  it  has  been  nine 
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months  since  President  Clinton  "lifted-the-ban"  on  employing  former  PATCO 
controllers  and  the  FAA  has  yet  to  hire  its  first  PATCO  controller.  They  are 
talking  out  of  both  sides  of  their  mouths  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  made  its  feelings  for  this  program 
abundantly  clear  last  year.  You  put  the  controllers  at  those  facilities  on  alert  that 
you  were  not  willing  to  continue  the  program  after  this  June.  Unfortunately,  the 
FAA  has  not  established  a  policy  to  allow  those  who  want  to  leave,  to  do  so.  So 
therefore,  they  will  remain  at  these  most  busy  facilities  for  the  time  being.  But, 
those  who  are  eligible  to  retire,  probably  will.  Senior  controllers  will  opt  out  as 
soon  as  possible.  The  others  will  follow,  when  they  can.  Highly-qualified 
controllers  will  no  longer  bid  into  these  facilities  —  which  will  increase  overtime 
usage  and  it  will  increase  time  spent  training  raw  recruits  from  the  academy.  All 
of  this  could  have  a  very  dramatic  effect  on  the  efficiency  and  safety  of  the 
system  in  those  highly-traveled  areas.  We  have  a  highly  qualified  workforce 
inplace  now,  we  ask  you  to  help  us  in  keeping  them  there. 

In  some  other  areas,  we  would  like  to  make  some  general  statements  on  the 
funding  requested  by  the  FAA: 

MLS...$23.3M  requested.  NATCA  believes  that  the  entire 
MLS  program  should  be  placed  on  hold  until  the  agency  is 

6  . 
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better  able  to  determine  its  requirements  for  precision  landing 

systems; 

Enroute  Software  and  Development. .  .$10.3M  requested.  The 

Conflict  Resolution  Advisory  (CRA)  patch  does  not  work  now 

and  will  not  work  in  the  future.   CRA  may  exist  in  the 

Automated  Enroute  Air  Traffic  Control  (AERA)  phase  if  and 

when  Area  Computer  Control  Complex  (ACCC)  and  the 

Initial  Sector  Suite  System  (ISSS)  are  brought  online.  They 

should  not  be  given  more  than  the  FY'94  appropriated  level 

($6M); 

Weather  and  Radar  Processor  (WARP)...$4.7M  requested. 

This  will  not  be  used  until  ACCC  comes  onboard.  Since  the 

ACCC  decision  is  still  up  in  the  air,  no  funds  should  be  spent 

on  this  program.  Other  weather  products  are  available,  off  the 

shelf; 

Oceanic  Automation  System  (OAS)...$16.4M  requested.  Full 

funding  should   not  be  given  until   several  questions  are 

answered.  Such  as,  what  will  be  the  platform  for  OAS?; 

Airport     Surface     Detection     Equipment     (ASDE)...$7M 
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requested.  Over  $200M  has  already  been  spent  on  ASDE  and 
the  system  still  does  not  meet  the  FAA's  original 
requirements.  To  date,  it  has  only  been  commissioned  at  one 
site; 

Automated  Surface  Observing  System  (ASOS)...$37.2M 
requested.  Again,  this  is  another  system  that  will  not  do  what 
it  is  slated  to  do.  If  this  system  is  utilized,  air  traffic 
controllers  will  have  to  augment  ASOS  in  taking  weather 
observations.  This  could  have  an  effect  on  controller  staffing; 
Precision  Runway  Monitors  (PRM)...  $1M  requested.  Last 
year  the  FAA  purchased  a  piece  of  equipment  that  does  not 
work  and  is  now  asking  for  more  money  to  fix  it; 
Computer  Based  Instruction  (CBI)...$4.5M  requested. 
Minimal  funding  should  be  give  to  this  project.  From 
briefings  that  the  FAA  has  given  NATCA,  we  believe  that 
this  program  is  in  disarray;  and. 

Another  area  that  should  be  looked  at  closely  is  the  amount  of 
money  paid  to  contractors  to  oversee  the  AAS  contract.  Since 
ACCC  has  been  put  on  hold,  there  is  no  need  to  continue 
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paying  a  consultant  to  oversee  the  status-quo. 
Thank  you  for  your  kindness  Mr.  Chairman  and  the  opportunity  to  relay  our 
concerns  to  you  and  the  subcommittee.  I  will  answer  any  questions  that  you  may 
have. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Thornton,  in  your  written  statement,  you  describe 
the  precision  runway  monitor  as  a  piece  of  equipment  that  doesn't 
work  that  the  FAA  is  asking  for  money  to  fix.  What  are  you  refer- 
ring to. 

Mr.  Thornton.  It  is  my  understanding  it  is  a  compatibihty  ques- 
tion where  certain  aspects  of  this  equipment  isn't  compatible.  It  is 
not  doing  the  job  that  it  was  intended  to  do.  Now,  the  FAA  is  re- 
questing money  to  solve  those  problems.  We  feel  with  the  advent 
of  GPS  there  are  better  and  more  cost-effective  precision  systems 
available. 

Mr.  Price.  That  system  was  tested  and  commissioned  at  Raleigh 
Durham  airport. 

Mr.  Thornton.  I  am  well  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Price.  I  talked  extensively  with  the  controllers  there,  and 
this  is  the  first  inkling  I  have  had  that  there  was  dissatisfaction 
with  this  system. 

Mr.  Thornton.  The  impression  we  have  at  the  national  level  is 
that  it  is  not  doing  everything  it  was  supposed  to  do.  Controllers 
are  using  near  the  same  minimum  that  they  used  before.  It  is  just 
another  piece  of  equipment  that  is  unnecessary. 

Mr.  Price.  I  would  think  that  would  require  a  little  more  docu- 
mentation than  what  you  furnished  here. 

Mr.  Thornton.  I  would  certainly  be  willing  to  give  that  to  you. 
Our  Director  of  Technology,  Will  Faville,  will  be  in  touch  with  the 
subcommittee  to  give  you  the  documentation  on  that  issue. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^The  documentation  was  not  provided.] 

Mr.  Price.  What  I  am  hearing  from  you  is  not  consistent  with 
what  I  have  heard  with  your  people  on  the  ground  there  who,  as 
far  as  I  know,  have  worked  very  successfully  with  this  system,  cer- 
tainly worked  hard  for  years  to  perfect  it,  and  are  now  using  it 
daily  or  using  it  in  the  weather  conditions  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed. 

Mr.  Thornton.  As  I  said,  I  will  look  into  that  and  get  back  to 
you  on  that. 

Mr.  Price.  If  there  are  no  further  questions  from  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr. 
Thornton,  I  thank  you  for  beings  here.  We  appreciate  your  testi- 
mony. 

Mr.  Thornton.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
FAA  PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
JOHN  CARR,  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLER,  CfflCAGO  CHARE  TRACON 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  John  Carr  who  is  an  air 
traffic  controller  at  Chicago  O'Hare.  His  subject  is  the  pay  dem- 
onstration project. 

Mr.  Carr,  thank  you  for  coming. 
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Mr.  John  Carr.  Thank  you,  sir.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  John  Carr.  I  am  an  air  traffic  con- 
trol specialist  currently  working  in  the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  with  you 
this  afternoon  on  the  pay  demonstration  project.  The  working  air 
traffic  controllers  at  the  affected  facilities  are  aware  that  the  pay 
demonstration  project  was  a  five-year  program.  We  are  also  aware 
that  the  Federal  Register  of  March  10,  1989,  described  the  purpose 
of  this  project  as  being  "to  test  changes  under  controlled  conditions 
before  making  commitments  to  put  them  into  effect." 

This  uncertainty  has  been  a  problem  from  the  beginning  of  the 
project  according  to  0PM,  who  went  on  to  say  that  "if  the  dem- 
onstration pay  was  necessary  to  fill  the  position  when  the  project 
began,  the  original  problem  will  reappear  after  the  project  has 
ended."  The  pay  demonstration  project  has  been  a  success  and  a 
perfect  example  of  government  that  works. 

The  FAA  recognized  that  it  had  hard-to-staff  facilities  as  early  as 
1966  and  for  the  next  23  years  a  variety  of  programs  and  incen- 
tives were  tried,  none  of  which  succeeded.  The  pay  demonstration 
project  has  done  in  five  years  what  could  not  be  done  in  the  preced- 
ing two  decades,  and  the  results  are  astounding. 

At  the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon  staffing  has  increased  by  over  40 
percent,  and  FPL  numbers  have  increased  by  over  55  percent.  Chi- 
cago O'Hare's  overtime  costs  has  fallen  in  five  years  by  more  than 
50  percent.  Operational  errors  at  the  Chicago  center  have  de- 
creased by  over  70  percent,  despite  a  20  percent  increase  in  traffic. 
These  numbers  are  important,  but  they  only  tell  half  the  story. 

The  other  side  of  this  issue  is  the  human  one,  and  I  would  like 
to  address  that  now.  The  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon  that  I  work  at 
today  bears  little  resemblance  to  the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon  of  four 
years  ago.  O'Hare  is  continuing  to  heal  and  rebuild  as  never  before 
and  now  is  not  the  time  to  turn  back  the  clock. 

When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare  six-day  work  weeks  were  mandatory. 
Now,  six-day  work  weeks  are  voluntary.  When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare 
a  leave  exigency  was  in  effect  and  controllers  could  not  take  the  va- 
cation time  which  they  had  accrued.  This  exigency,  in  effect  since 
the  strike,  was  finally  lifted  during  the  pay  demonstration  project. 

When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare  there  was  a  bunker  mentality  which 
was  so  pervasive  it  affected  our  work  and  poisoned  our  relation- 
ships with  the  airlines.  Now  we  work  hand  in  hand  with  our  cus- 
tomers and  the  results  are  clear  and  unmistakable — increased  pro- 
ductivity, reduced  delays,  and  a  reduction  in  the  instances  of  near 
midair  collisions. 

The  pay  demonstration  project,  invented  to  recruit  and  retain  ex- 
perienced and  qualified  employees,  has  been  a  smashing  success 
not  only  with  the  controller  work  force,  but  with  the  users  of  the 
air  traffic  control  system.  The  affected  facilities  are  on  the  rebound 
after  decades  of  neglect,  with  the  best  talent  our  Nation  has  to 
offer. 

Now  comes  the  hard  part — the  retention.  You  see,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  believed  what  I  was  told.  They  recruited  me.  They  had  designs 
on  retaining  me  and  they  were  going  to  make  commitments  to  put 
that  into  effect. 
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In  September  of  last  year  when  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
made  his  report  to  Congress  to  end  the  project  early,  Chairman 
Carr  spoke  of  the  fairness  issue.  It  remains  a  fairness  issue  to  this 
day. 

In  the  absence  of  the  retention  aspects  of  the  pay  demonstration 
program,  I  would  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  leave  O'Hare,  as 
would  70  percent  of  the  controllers  now  working  there.  I  will  want 
to  leave  because  I  can  make  the  same  wage  in  Tampa,  Charlotte, 
Houston,  Phoenix,  Miami,  Seattle,  Las  Vegas,  or  any  of  a  dozen 
other  cities  across  the  Nation. 

I  will  want  to  leave  because  I  can  better  provide  for  my  family 
and  I  will  be  able  to  work  at  a  facility  where  I  will  have  a  better 
chance  of  surviving  until  I  reach  retirement.  I  will  want  to  leave 
because  my  employer  continues  to  ignore  its  most  valuable  re- 
source— the  working  air  traffic  controller.  Yes,  it  is  a  fairness  issue. 

I  speak  to  you  today  about  Chicago  O'Hare  because  that  is  my 
facility.  However,  the  controllers  at  each  of  the  pay  demonstration 
sites  stands  ready  to  provide  this  committee  with  similar  testi- 
mony. The  pay  demonstration  project  is  a  success. 

On  behalf  of  my  fellow  controllers,  those  in  the  demonstration 
project  facilities  in  New  York,  Los  Angeles,  Oakland  and  Chicago, 
I  urge  you  to  support  us.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify  before  you,  and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions 
you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  John  Carr  follows:] 
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PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT  TESTIMONY 
BY  JOHN  CARR 
AT  CHICAGO  O'HARE  TRACON 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee:  My  name  is  John 
Carr.  I  am  an  Air  Traffic  Control  Specialist  currently  working  in 
the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon.  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  speak  this  afternoon  on  the  Pay  Demonstration 
Project . 

The  working  air  traffic  controllers  at  the  affected  facilities 
are  aware  that  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project  was  a  five  year 
program.  We  are  also  aware  that  the  Federal  Register  of  March  10, 
1989  described  the  purpose  of  the  Project  as  being  "...to  test 
changes  under  controlled  conditions  before  making  commitments  to 
put  them  into  effect."  This  uncertainty  has  been  a  problem  from 
the  beginning  of  the  project,  according  to  0PM,  who  went  on  to  say 
that  "...if  the  demonstration  pay  was  necessary  to  fill  the 
position  when  the  project  began,  the  original  problem  will  reappear 
after  the  projecc  has  ended." 


The  Pay  Demonstration  Project  has  been  a  success  ancia-fcerf ect 
example  of  government  that  works. 

/  <  /  "^ 
The  FAA  recognized  that  it  had  hard  to  staff  facilaties  as 

early  as  1966.    For  the  next  twenty- three  years  a  variety  of 


J 
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programs  and  incentives  were  tried,  none  of  which  succeeded.  The 
Pay  Demonstration  Project  has  done  in  five  years  what  could  not  be 
done  in  the  preceding  two  decades,  and  the  results  are  astounding: 


o    At  the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon,  staffing  has  increased  by 
over  40%  and  FPL  numbers  have  increased  by  over  55%. 

o    Chicago  0' Hare's  overtime  cost  has  fallen  by  more  than 
50%. 

o    Operational  errors  at  Chicago  Center  have  decreased  by 
over  7-%.  despite  a  20%  increase  in  traffic. 


These  numbers  are  important,  but  they  only  tell  half  the  story. 
The  other  side  of  this  issue  is  the  human  one, ,  and  I  would  like  to 
address  that  now. 

The  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon  I  work  at  today  bears  little 
resemblance  to  the  Chicago  O'Hare  Tracon  of  4  years  ago.  O'Hare  is 
continuing  to  heal  and  rebuild  as  never  before  and  now  is  not  the 
time  to  turn  back  the  clock. 

When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare  six  day  workweeks  were 
mandatory. . .now  six  day  workweeks  are  voluntary. 

When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare  a  leave  exigency  was  in  effect,  and 
controllers  could  not  take  the  vacation  time  they  accrued.  This 
exigency,  in  effect  since  the  strike,  was  finally  lifted  during  the 
PDP. 
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When  I  arrived  at  O'Hare  there  was  a  bunker  mentality  which 
was  so  pervasive  that  it  affected  our  work  and  poisoned  our 
relationships  with  the  airlines.  Now  we  work  hand  in  hand  with  our 
customers,  and  the  result  is  clear  and  unmistakable:  increased 
productivity,  reduced  delays  and  a  reduction  in  near  mid-air 
collision. 

The  Pay  Demonstration  Project- -invented  to  recruit  and  retain 
experienced  and  qualified  employees- -has  been  a  smashing  success 
not  only  with  the  controllers  workforce,  but  with  the  users  of  the 
ATC  system.  The  affected  facilities  are  on  the  rebound  after 
decades  of  neglect,  with  the  best  talent  our  nation  has  to  offer. 

Now  comes  the  hard  part --the  retention.  You  see,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  believed  what  I  was  told.  They  recruited  me,  they  had 
designs  on  retaining  me,  and  they  were  going  to  make  commitments  to 
put  that  into  effect. 

In   September  of  last   year,   when   the   Secretary   of 

Transportation  made  his  report  to  congress  to  end  the  Project 

early,  you  spoke  of  the  fairness  issue.   It  remains  a  fairness  / 
issue  to  this  day. 

In  the  absence  of  the  retention  aspects  of  the  PDP  I  would 
like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  leave  O'Hare,  as  would  70%  of  the 
controllers  now  working  their.   I  will  want  to  leave  because  I  can 
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make  the  same  wage  in  Tampa,  Charlotte,  Houston,  Phoenix,  Miami, 
Seattle,  Las  Vegas,  or  any  of  a  dozen  other  cities  across  the 
nation.  I  will  want  to  leave  because  I  can  better  provide  for  my 
family,  and  I  will  be  able  to  work  at  a  facility  that  may  allow  me 
to  survive  until  I  reach  retirement.  I  will  want  to  leave  because 
my  employer  continues  to  ignore  its  most  valuable  resource:  the 
working  air  traffic  controller. 

Yes,  it  is  a  fairness  issue. 

I  speak  to  you  today  about  Chicago  O'Hare  because  that  is  my 
facility,  however,  the  controllers  at  teach  of  the  Pay 
Demonstration  sites  stand  ready  to  provide  this  Committee  with 
similar  testimony:   The  Pay  Demonstration  Project  is  a  success. 


On  behalf  of  my  fellow  controllers- -those  in  Demonstration  Project 
facilities  in  New  York,  Los  Angeles,  Oakland  and  Chicago- -I  urge 
you  to  support  us . 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you 
today.   I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Carr.  We  appreciate  that  testimony 
and  that  very  powerful  endorsement  of  the  pay  demonstration  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  don't  know  if  I  do.  I  understand,  I  am  sjonpa- 
thetic  with  you.  I  am  not  so  sure  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  con- 
tinuation this  year.  In  fact,  my  guess  is  there  probably  would  not 
be.  I  guess  if  we  gave  the  FAA  money  whereby  those  who  are  work- 
ing in  Chicago  could  transfer,  that  would  be  equally  important;  is 
that  not  true? 

Mr.  John  Carr.  Absolutely,  sir.  They  recruited  us  and  had  de- 
signs on  retaining  us,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  retention,  I  would 
just  as  soon  go  back  to  Kansas  City. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  that  where  you  came  from? 

Mr.  John  Carr.  Yes,  sir,  it  is. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay.  Well,  I  have  been  sympathetic.  We  have  the  lo- 
cality pay  which  came  out  of  another  committee  that  I  am  on,  but 
maybe  that  is  the  solution,  thereby  those  who  want  to  leave  can 
leave.  Right  now  if  you  want  to  leave  there  is  no  ability? 

Mr.  John  Carr.  No,  sir,  there  is  not.  No. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  John  Carr.  Thank  you,  sir. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
CONTROLLERS  UNITED 

WITNESS 
BOB  HARRIS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  CONTROLLERS  UNITED 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  hear  from  Bob  Harris,  the  Executive  Di- 
rector of  Controllers  United.  Mr,  Harris. 

Mr.  Harris.  Grood  afternoon.  Chairman,  Ranking  Minority  Mem- 
ber Mr.  Wolf,  and  Mark  Miller.  My  name  is  Bob  Harris,  and  I  am 
the  Director  of  Controllers  United,  an  organization  representing 
the  interests  of  11,400  PATCO  members  fired  in  1981.  We  are 
pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  address  this  committee  on 
transportation  issues  for  fiscal  1995. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  members  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  help 
restore  the  air  traffic  control  system.  The  track  record  of  rehired 
controllers  gives  us  the  confidence  to  tell  you  that  our  expertise  can 
quickly  be  put  to  productive  use  by  the  FAA.  Returned  controllers 
have  requalified  on  average  in  four  to  six  weeks  instead  of  the  two 
to  three  years  it  normally  t£ikes  to  train  a  person  without  experi- 
ence. 

The  1994  air  traffic  control  system  and  equipment  have  changed 
little  since  1981.  Rehiring  former  controllers  saves  the  American 
taxpayer  in  excess  of  $100,000  per  returned,  full  performance  level 
controller  and  helps  reduce  air  traffic  delays  that  are  robbing  our 
economy.  The  4,942  former  controllers  that  have  filed  application 
to  return  to  work  with  the  FAA  represent  in  excess  of  a  half  a  bil- 
lion dollars  in  training  investment. 
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The  opportunity  our  group  presents  to  the  FAA  should  not  be 
missed,  sir.  We  are  a  wasting  asset,  our  training  paid  for  by  the 
American  people.  We  should  be  put  to  work  because  controllers  are 
a  vital  component  of  the  air  traffic  system  capacity  and  we  are 
needed. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  FAA  decision  not  to  rehire  controllers 
this  fiscal  year  is  driven  by  FAA  budget  considerations  to  the  det- 
riment of  air  traffic  or  manpower  needs.  We  believe  the  FAA  posi- 
tion on  rehire  will  become  more  untenable  as  the  general  economy 
improves  and  attrition  of  the  current  work  force  becomes  more  ob- 
vious. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  there  is  a  need  for  additional  controllers, 
particularly  in  the  hard-to-staff  facilities,  we  ask  that  this  commit- 
tee provide  the  money  to  fund  the  pilot  program  composed  of  re- 
hired controllers  mandated  for  placement  in  the  high  density,  dif- 
ficult-to-staff FAA  facilities.  We  seek  the  rehiring  of  50  people,  on 
average,  for  each  of  the  nine  hard-to-staff  air  traffic  facilities. 

The  FAA  has  provided  monetary  incentives  for  the  past  five 
years  at  these  facilities  to  attract  and  retain  controllers  in  a  pro- 
gram called  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project.  The  Pay  Demo  Project 
is  targeted  at  the  hard-to-staff  facilities,  and  our  suggested  pilot 
program  would  enhance  the  progress  made  by  PDP. 

This  suggested  first  step  of  directing  the  FAA  to  action  will  not 
only  benefit  the  air  traffic  control  system,  but  it  will  break  down 
the  logjam  of  prejudice  that  is  currently  against  rehire  within  the 
agency. 

Recent  congressional  criticism  of  advanced  automated  systems  il- 
lustrates the  importance  of  maintaining  a  strong  controller  work 
force.  One  of  the  important  goals  of  effective  modernization  of  the 
air  traffic  control  system  is  to  increase  capacity. 

Mr.  Joseph  Del  Balzo,  former  Acting  FAA  Administrator  before 
the  Presidential  Commission  on  May  27,  1993,  stated  that,  and  I 
quote,  "one  of  the  principal  contributors  to  system  capacity  is  not 
just  sophisticated  electronics,  but  an  adequately  staffed,  well- 
trained,  highly  activated  work  force." 

Mr.  Del  Balzo  continued,  "I  don't  think  there  is  any  question  that 
we  are  operating  today  an  inefficient  air  traffic  control  system  that 
is  costing  the  carriers  money.  I  can't  quantify  for  you  how  much 
that  is,  but  there  is  no  question  that  we  have  a  system  today  that 
is  not  as  flexible  as  it  could  be." 

This  committee  has  requested  the  FAA  provide  an  updated  staff- 
ing standard  report  since  1991  without  success.  We  request  GAO 
be  directed  to  revisit  the  issue  of  controller  staffing  levels  and  staff- 
ing standards  within  the  FAA  and  report  to  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees. Our  resources  allowed  us  a  view  of  only  two  air  route  traf- 
fic control  centers — ^Washington  and  New  York.  Both  of  these  facili- 
ties were  represented  to  the  Congress  as  adequately  staffed.  How- 
ever, internal  FAA  documents  indicate  otherwise. 

In  closing,  I  have  in  my  hand  here  a  petition  from  New  York 
Center  with  about  187  controller  signatories  and  Washington  Cen- 
ter has  90  on  a  petition  to  Congress  indicating  that  the  system  is 
not  running  well.  Dispatches  from  three  major  air  carriers  indicate 
an  air  traffic  system  in  need  of  more  controllers  and  their  state- 
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ments  are  included  for  the  record.  Mr.  Bob  Iverson,  CEO  of  KIWI 
Airline,  has  asked  me  to  offer  his  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  your  committee's  leadership  in 
seeking  to  provide  the  air  traffic  control  system  the  country  de- 
serves. We  ask  that  you  allow  us  to  add  to  the  record  and  accept 
a  statement  by  Mr.  John  Laden,  the  Secretary  Treasurer  of  the 
Public  Employee  Department  of  AFL-CIO,  who  could  not  be  here 
today. 

We  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  from  members  of 
the  committee,  and  I  thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Bob  Hairris  and  the  AFL-CIO  fol- 
low:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  BOB  HARRIS 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  CONTROLLERS  UNITED 
BEFORE 
THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS 
APRIL  25,  1994 


Good  afternoon  Chairman  Carr,  Vice-  Chairman  Durbin,  Ranking  Minority  Member  Wolf  and  Members 
of  the  Committee.  My  name  is  Bob  Harris  and  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  Controllers  United,  an 
organization  representing  the  interests  of  the  1 1,400  Professional  Air  TrafiBc  Control  Organization  (PATCO) 
members  fired  in  198 1    We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  address  this  Committee  hearing  on 
transportation  issues  for  fiscal  '95. 

Our  members  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  help  restore  the  Air  Traffic  Control  (ATC)  system   The 
track  record  of  rehired  controllers  gives  us  the  confidence  to  tell  you  that  our  expertise  can  quickly  be  put  to 
productive  use  by  the  FAA.  Returned  controllers  have  re-qualified,  on  average  in  4  to  6  weeks,  instead  of  the 
2-3  years  it  normally  takes  a  person  without  experience.  The  1994  ATC  system  and  equipment  have  changed 
little  since  1981 .  Change  has  come  but  the  formula  of  less  controllers  working  increased  traffic  equaling 
greater  delays  is  not  the  solution  the  flying  public  deserves    Rehiring  former  controllers  will  save  the  American 
taxpayer  in  excess  of  $100,000  per  returned  Full  Performance  Level  (FPL)  controller,  and  help  reduce  air 
traffic  delays  that  are  robbing  our  economy    The  4,942  former  controllers  that  have  filed  application  to  return 
to  work  with  the  FAA  represent  in  excess  of  1/2  billion  dollars  in  training  investment    General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  studies  indicate  it  takes  100  applications  to  make  one  FPL  controller,  while  the  rehire  of  100 
former  controllers  will  produce  100  FPL  controllers.  The  opportunity  our  group  presents  to  the  FAA 
should  not  be  missed,  we  are  in  fact  a  wasting  asset,  our  training  paid  for  by  the  American  People.  We 
should  be  put  to  work  because  controllers  are  a  vital  component  of  air  traffic  system  capacity  and  we 
are  needed. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  FAA  decision  not  to  rehire  controUers  this  fiscal  year  is  driven  by  FAA 
budget  considerations  to  the  detriment  of  air  traffic  or  manpower  needs    While  budgetary  constraints  are  real 
and  the  FAA  is  attempting  to  protect  their  core  safety  work-force  by  targeted  buy-out  proposals,  they  have  yet 
to  acknowledge  any  stafiing  shortcomings.  We  believe  the  FAA  position  on  rehire  will  become  more  untenable 
as  the  general  economy  improves  and  attrition  of  the  current  work-force  becomes  more  obvious   The  current 
FAA  buy-out  targeted  at  managers  (  797  eligible  to  retire )  has  been  well  received  but  because  level  one 
supervisors  are  included  in  the  buy-out,  and  need  to  be  replaced  by  controllers,  the  controller  work  force 
(  CWF  )  is  shrinking. 

Mr.  Chairman  since  there  is  a  need  for  additional  controUers,  particularly  in  the  hard  to  stafT 
facilities,  we  ask  that  this  committee  provide  the  money  to  fund  a  pilot  program  composed  of  rehired 
controllers  mandated  for  placement  in  the  high  density,  difTicult  to  stafT  FAA  facilities.  We  seek  the 
rehiring  of  SO  people,  on  average,  for  each  of  the  9  hard  to  staff  air  traffic  facilities.  The  FAA  has 
provided  monetary  incentives  for  the  past  5  years  at  these  facilities  to  attract  and  retain  controUers  in  a 
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program  called  the  pay  demonstration  project  ( PDP ).  The  PDF  u  targeted  at  the  hard  to  stafT  facilities 
and  our  suggested  pilot  program  will  enhance  the  progress  made  by  PDP.  This  suggested  first  step  of 
directing  the  FAA  to  action  will  not  only  beneHt  the  ATC  system  but  it  will  break  down  the  logjam  of 
prejudice  against  rehire  within  the  agency. 

While  most  business  decisions  arc  predicated  on  meeting  demand,  increasing  capacity  to  meet  the  need, 
the  FAA  continues  to  get  away  with  policies  that  stifle  the  aviation  lifeline    The  daily  practice  of  flow  control 
that  goes  beyond  severe  weather  avoidance  is  a  tacit  admission  of  a  shortage  of  runway  and  /  or  air  traffic 
system  capacity.  Our  group  (with  a  median  age  of  47  years)  can  bridge  the  ATC  system  capacity  gap  that 
currently  exists  and  do  it  quickly  with  immediate  benefits  to  the  flying  public,  the  air  transport  industry  and  the 
American  People 

Recent  Congressional  criticism  of  the  Advanced  Automated  System  ( AAS  )  illustrates  the  importance 
of  maintaining  a  strong  CWF    One  of  the  important  goals  of  effective  modernization  of  the  ATC  system  is  to 
increase  capacity    Mr  Del  Bako,  former  Acting  FAA  Administrator,  before  the  Presidential  Commission  on 
May  27,  1993  stated  that  one  of  the  "principal  contributors  to  system  capacity  is  not  just  sophisticated 
electronics  but  an  adequately  staffed,  well-trained,  highly  activated  workforce."  Mr  Del  Balzo 
continued,"  I  don't  think  there's  any  question  that  we  are  operating  today  an  inefTicient  air  traffic  control 
system  that  is  costing  the  carriers  money."  "I  cant  quantify  for  you  how  much  that  is,  but  there's  no 
question  that  we  have  a  system  today  that  is  not  as  flexible  as  it  can  be."  Mr.  Jack  Ryan,  Vice-President  of 
the  Air  Transport  Association  testified  before  Chairman  Oberstar  on  March  17, 1994  that  there  is  a 
direct  correlation  between  the  number  of  controllers  and  capacity  of  the  air  traffic  system. 

This  committee  has  requested  the  FAA  provide  an  updated  staflBng  standard  report,  since  1991,  without 
success  to  date.  We  request  the  GAG  be  directed  to  re-visit  the  issue  of  FPL  controller  staffing  levels 
and  staffing  standards  within  the  FAA  and  report  to  the  appropriate  committees.  Our  resources  allowed 
us  a  view  of  only  two  Air  Route  TrafiBc  Control  Centers  (  ARTCC  ),  Washington  and  New  York.  Both 
facilities  were  represented  to  the  Congress  as  adequately  staffed,  however  internal  FAA  documents  indicate 
otherwise.  Enclosed  is  a  petition  to  Congress  fi^om  New  York  ARTCC  controllers  that  challenges  the  FAA 
dau  that  represents  NY  ARTCC  as  over  staffed.  FAA  records  and  the  petition  will  be  submitted  to  the 
Chairman    Our  concern  is  that  former  controllers  are  being  denied  an  opportunity  to  redeem  their  profession 
because  the  FAA  has  minimized  or  under  stated  the  need  for  additional  controllers  based  on  facility  staffing 
data  presented  to  the  Congress  and  the  public,  that  can  best  be  described  as  unclear  or  mis-leading.    We  have 
similar  information  from  other  facilities. 

Dispatchers  from  three  major  air  carriers  indicate  an  air  traffic  system  in  need  of  more  controllers  and 
their  statements  are  included  for  the  record   Mr.  Bob  Iverson,  CEO  of  KIWI  airline  has  asked  me  to  offer  his 
letter  for  the  record    One  major  carrier  has  provided  monthly  delay  figures  attributable  to  ATC  for  the  past 
year;  it  ranges  from  21  to  35%  of  their  total  delays  per  month  (in  minutes).  This  same  carrier  experienced 
ATC  delays  in  January,  1994,  that  were  double  the  delays  of  January,  1993,  with  an  average  ATC  monthly 
delay  of  27%.  Bottom  line,  this  airline  lost  $39.6  million  in  the  past  12  months  due  to  ATC  caused  delays. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  your  demonstrated  leadership  in  seeking  to  provide  the  ATC  system  the 
Country  deserves    We  ask  that  you  allow  us  to  add  to  the  record  and  at  the  conclusion  of  our  statements  we 
would  be  happy  to  answer  questions  fi^om  Members  of  the  Committee. 
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March  8,  I<>94 

The  Honorable  Bob  Cart 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  related 

Agencies  Appropriations 

Committee  of  Public  Works  and  Transportation 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

2358  Raybura  House  Office  Building 

Washington.  DC.   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Cam 

KIWI  International  Air  Lines  is  not  alone  in  suffering  the  economic  harm  of  a  woefully 
inadequate  air  traffic  control  system.  During  our  first  calendar  year  of  operation.  1993,  we  lost 
an  extra  $2.3  million  due  entirely  to  air  traffic  control  delays  into  and  out  of  Newark 
International  Airport   The  numbers  stagger  the  imagination  if  applied  across  the  industry. 

Until  the  current  controversy  surrounding  various  fixes  for  air  traffic  control  is  resolved,  I  am 
convinced  we  need  more  and  better  trained  controllers  to  deal  with  the  existing  environment. 
Today's  system  can  be  induced  to  work  at  much  greater  efficiency  with  the  correct  approach  to 
people. 

Since  the  President  has  approved  rehiring  the  former  PATCO  controllers,  a  ready  made  pool  of 
proven  professionals  is  now  available.  In  my  opinion,  we  can  use  these  people  now.  The  former 
controllers  need  your  help  and  we  need  their  help. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  faithful  service  to  our  industry. 

RespectfijUy  submitted. 


Robert  W.  Iverson 

Chairman,  CEO 

KIWI  International  Air  Lines.  Inc.  I 


Hemisphere Cencar  .  US-  1  S  9 South'  Newark.  NJ071 14 ♦  For  reservaoions.  caif.  1-BCXk£T-KMn  11-800S3&5494J 
Executive  (Mce  1201)  645-1133 '  Fax:  (£01)  645-1161  '  Local  Calls:  IS01)  622-3P32 '  (9081 353^23S 
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Fcibruary  19,  1994 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern i 

We  the  und»r«lgned  dispatchers  o*  a  major  air  carrier  a«k  -for  your 
support.   The  airline  industry  is  undergoing  great  financial  strain. 
Each  in  its  own  way,  Is  looking  into  every  aspect  o-«  tne  business, 
trying  to  reduce  costs.   Everyone  has  heard  the  startling  figures, 
more  money  lost  in  the  last  three  years  than  all  the  profits  earned 
since  the  beginning  of  commercial  aviation. 

CEOs  throughout  the  industry  will  point  to  one  cost  with  which  they 
have  little  or  no  control i   ATC  Delays''"''   We,  as  dispatchers, 
deal  with  this  factor  daily.     We  hav»  seen  our  flights  delayed  for 
hours  on  the  ground,  then  cleared,  only  to  be  put  in  holding  patterns 
until  *uel  runs  short  and  then  diverted  to  an  alternate  airport. 

There  *rs    factors  which  wo  all  know  contribute  to  this.   Weather  is 
one  that  we  know  we  cannot  control.   However,  one  major  factor  which 
contributes  to  the  problem  can   be  controlled.   It  is  the 
Human  Factor. 

President  Clinton,  in  an  effort  to  heal  the  past  wounds  between 
labor  and  government,  lifted  the  ban  on  rehiring  the  controllers 
fired  by  Ronald  Reagan.   The  president  has  stated  the  Ideas  of 
"people  first"  and  "Jobs"  *rm   priorities  m  his  administration. 
Since  the  President  lifted  the  hiring  ban,  over  5000  former 
controllers  have  applied  for  controller  Jobs  with  the  FAA.   It 
has  been  proven  that,  with  «  minimum  of  time  and  training  and  at 
a  great  cost  savings,  this  source  of  manpower  could  be  put  to  work 
as  controllers.   The  current  controller's  union,  NATCA,  has 
implied  that  they  are  In  favor  of  rehiring  former  controllers  as 
a  quick,  efficient  way  of  relieving  the  workload  on  the  ATC  system. 

The  FAA's  position  is  "Everything  is  fine.  We  don't  need  them." 
The  FAA's  position  is  that  they  will  not  hire  a  single  former 
controller  this  year. 

This  is  where  your  help  is  needed.   Please,  do  what  you  can  to 
res/er^e   this  unrealistic  position  of  the  FAA.   We  ask  you  use  your 
contacts  within  the  government  and  the  bureaucracy  to  convey 
your  concerns  about  ATC  and  safety. 

I  am  sure  your  support  on  this  issue  can  bring  about  positive 
Change  in  the  world's  greatest  airline  industry. 


W»^  Ujlf     cZ!^^ 


-R^^^/ten^A 


)<KAiA-^><^v 
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February  21,  10&4 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

We  are  former  air  trafffc  controllers  ttiat  novi/  work  as  dispatchers  for  a  major 
carrier.  In  that  capacity,  it  is  our  responst)i8(y  ifKler  the  Federal  Air  Regulaticos 
to  ensure  that  ffigiils  are  operated  safely  and  on  schediie.  Our  Industry  has 
t>e^  under  great  financial  strain.  Extreme  cost-cutting  measures  have  t)een 
imptefnented  in  ^  effort  to  return  our  airfine  to  profitabiBty.  Yet  there  Is  one 
major  component  that  is  l)eyond  the  reach  of  each  airline-  the  air  traffic  control 
system. 

Dispatchers  stm^  with  the  ineftwiency  of  the  system  dally.  Rghts  are  held  on 
the  ground  t)eoause  of  flow  control  restrictions  oriy  to  be  further  deiayed  in  the 
air  by  excessive  in-tral  spacing  and  aiftocne  holding.  As  NATCA  suogests,  an 
expe(fitJous  and  economical  remedy  te  to  add  experienced  oontroflers  to  the  worK 
fbroe.  Rve  UiuiA>«Bia  (lained  oontrotiers  applied  tor  reinstatement  after 
President  CfintonflfTed&>e  ban  on  their  employment  In  spite  of  continued  losses 
by  the  aiiiines,  the  FAA  refuses  to  hire  a  single  fonner  ccntroBer  this  year, 
claiming  the  system  is  safe  smi  efteient  We  need  your  assistance  to  have  the 
FM  take  advaiita^je  uT  Ute  expedenoed  pod  or  oontroeers. 

As  former  contrders,  we  wouW  not  be  Interested  m  reinstatement.  However,  as 
empkyees  of  a  major  airtine,  we  are  concerned  about  the  ftiture  of  our  company. 
In  our  opinion,  the  five  thousand  applicants  represent  one  solution  to  a  complex 
problem.  Past  history  has  shown  rehired  controllers  return  to  theT  former 
profession  in  a  quick  end  effident  manner  at  a  great  savings  to  the  government. 
We  appreciate  your  support  regard^  this  issue. 

Sincerely, 

Mike  Baron  Gloria  Penoek 

Tim  Cannady  Ron  Pencek 

Unda  Gould  John  Pkwwnan 

JohnKlchan  Jo  Stottenberg 
Pat  Manion  Chris  Waltenburg 
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February  18,  1994 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

I  am  an  airline  dispatcher  with  United  Airlines.   Prior  to 
this,  I  was  a  flight  engineer  for  another  airline. 

As  a  crew  member  I  saw  first  hand  how  the  ATC  system  "gets 
by".   The  ATC's  promise  to  the  flying  public  is  for  a  safe, 
orderly,  and  efficient  flow  of  air  traffic.   Well,  one  out 
of  three  appears  to  be  acceptable  performance.   The  reason 
safety  is  usually  maintained  and  why  I  feel  comfortable 
operating  in  the  system  is  because  I  know  that  the 
slightest  irregularity  will  slow  traffic  down  to  a  snail's 
pace  and  thereby  manageable  for  the  skill  level  of  the 
controllers. 

I  don't  know  what  current  ATC  staffing  levels  are  at;  but 
based  on  the  efficiency  of  the  system  and  using  the  logic 
that  more  controllers  would  increase  safety  and  efficiency 
-  then  we  certainly  need  more! 

As  a  crewmember  I  saw  the  enroute  speed  restrictions  and 
increased  runway  spacing  being  used  at  unpredictable  times. 
I  also  became  terrified  when  something  unexpected  happened 
-I  could  hear  the  uncertainty  in  the  controller's  voice.  - 

As  a  dispatcher  I  see  runway  acceptance  rates  that  vary  for 
airports  at  "crew  change"  times,  indicating  ability  and 
confidence  problems.   Also,  traffic  pattern  configurations 
are  often  what  appears  to  be  the  most  comfortable  for  the 
controllers  and  not  what  is  prudent  for  a  more  efficient 
flow  of  air  traffic. 

Most  of  the  problems  of  1981  are  still  apparent  in  the 
system  today.   My  experience  tells  me  that  aside  from 
equipment  improvements,  the  most  important  decision  would 
be  to  add  experienced  air  traffic  controllers  to  the  system 
as  soon  as  possible. 

Thank  you  for  you  time. 

Carl   S.    Conant 

Airline   Dispatcher,    United   Airlines   1987-present 

B727    flight   engineer/dispatcher   1983-87 

Air   Traffic   Controller   1971-1981 
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Statement 

by  the 

Public  Employee  Department  (PED),  AFL-CIO 

to  the 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation  &  Related  Agencies 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

April  1994 


TWs  statement  submits  the  views  of  the  Public  Employe  Department  (PED),  AFL- 
CIO,  an  organization  made  up  of  33  AFL-CIO  international  unions  representing  4.5  million 
federal,  postal,  state  and  local  government  employees,  on  the  issue  of  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  controller  stafBng  levels.  All  organized  labor,  and  particularly  unions 
representing  employees  in  the  airline  industry,  including  the  new  controller  union  NATCA, 
the  Air  Line  Pilots  Association  (ALP A),  and  the  Transport  Workers  Union,  were  heartened 
and  applauded  President  Clinton's  August  13, 1993  Executive  Order  lifting  the  ban  imposed 
by  the  Reagem  Administration  on  rehiring  air  traffic  controllers  who  participated  in  the  1981 
PATCO  strike.  The  President's  Executive  Order  explicitly  invited  the  11,500  former 
controllers  to  reapply  for  their  jobs  by  October  15, 1993,  and  approximately  5,000  have  done 
so  to  date. 

Since  1981,  FAA  has  continually  painted  a  rosy  picture  of  full  recovery  of  this  nation's 
air  traffic  control  (ATC)  system.  The  FAA's  contention  that  the  ATC  system  was  over- 
staffed at  the  time  of  the  strike  and,  thus,  able  to  return  to  normal  in  a  period  of  less  than 
three  years,  has  proven  to  be  as  erroneous  as  FAA's  more  recent  projections  and  promises 
to  Congress  for  the  delivery  of  a  completely  automated  and  ATC  system.  Estimates  are  that 
current  air  traffic  control  delays  cost  passengers  some  $7  million  and  add  $3  billion  to  the 
cost  of  operating  aircraft. 
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Nonetheless,  the  FAA-despite  its  own  projections  that  U.S.  air  traffic  will  grow  60 
percent  over  the  next  ten  years,  despite  the  fact  that  our  air  traffic  control  system  currently 
employs  1,700  fewer  controllers  than  in  1981,  and  despite  the  fact  that  air  traffic  volume  is 
20  percent  greater  than  a  decade  ago-is  rendering  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order 
nearly  meaningless.  The  FAA  has  set  a  quota  of  rehiring  a  maximum  of  50  fired  controllers 
per  year.  If  only  2,000  of  those  who  have  reapplied  for  certification  indeed  meet  the 
stringent  qualifications  demanded  of  journeyman  controllers,  the  FAA's  policy  means  that 
President  Clinton's  offer  would  take  40  years  to  realize. 

Further,  the  FAA  has  capped  the  re-entry  grade  for  fired  controllers  at  GS-9. 
Hundreds  of  controllers  fired  by  President  Reagan  were  at  or  above  that  grade  level  back 
in  1981.  Rejoining  the  FAA  would  mean  a  significant  cut  in  pay,  even  for  controllers  who 
found  work  in  the  Department  of  Defense  (including  many  who  served  in  Desert  Storm)  and 
who  have  been  managing  air  traffic  all  during  the  period  of  the  Reagan  ban. 

Former  PATCO  members  and,  indeed,  all  of  organized  labor  were  relieved  and 
pleased  when  President  Qinton  reversed  his  predecessor's  unjust  ban.  But,  if  the  FAA 
persists  in  its  policy  of  foot-dragging,  the  Clinton  order  will  remain  what  it  is  today:  a  hollow 
gesture.  At  the  time  of  the  announcement  lifting  the  ban.  Secretary  of  Transportation  Pena 
said  the  move  would  help  keep  the  nation's  air  traffic  system  the  safest  in  the  world.  This 
statement  clearly  implied  that  a  number  of  former  controllers  would  soon  be  returning  to 
the  air  traffic  controller  profession.  Eight  months  later  not  one  single  former  controller  has 
been  rehired. 

Historically,  FAA  has  underestimated  the  number  of  air  traffic  controllers  required 
for  a  safe  and  efficient  ATC  system.    It,  therefore,  comes  as  no  surprise  that  the  agency 
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would  use  budgetary  constraints  to  thwart  the  intention  clearly  enunciated  by  the  President 
when  he  lifted  the  rehiring  ban.  We,  respectfully,  urge  you  and  your  Subcommittee  to  act 
to  help  assure  this  country's  air  safety  through  the  rehire  of  adequate,  and  therefore 
significant,  numbers  of  former  air  traffic  controllers. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Harris.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Did  any  of  your  people  get  hired  back? 

Mr.  Harris.  No,  sir,  not  one. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  further  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  for  being  here  today. 

Mr.  Harris.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

CITIZENS  FOR  AIRPORT  REFORM  OF  THE  DuPAGE 
AIRPORT  AUTHORITY,  ILLINOIS 

WITNESS 
GAIL  A.  DUNHAM,  VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  hear  from  Gail  Dunham,  the  Vice  Chair- 
man of  the  Citizens  for  Airport  Reform  of  the  DuPage  Airport  Au- 
thority in  Illinois.  Ms.  Dunham,  welcome. 

Ms.  Dunham.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  think  most  requests  today 
are  asking  you  to  spend  money,  and  I  am  here  to  show  you  a  very 
specific  way  to  save  money,  so  I  hope  I  have  your  attention. 

My  name  is  Gail  Dunham,  and  I  represent  a  300-member  citi- 
zens group  working  to  reduce  taxes,  preserve  the  environment,  and 
to  stop  government  from  competing  with  private  enterprise.  And 
we  want  to  make  the  undemocratic,  nonelected  taxing  body  known 
as  the  DuPage  Airport  Authority,  located  in  West  Chicago,  Illinois, 
accountable  to  the  people. 

Our  organization  believes  that  government  should  not  do  what 
private  industry  can  do  better  for  less.  Government  should  not  cre- 
ate jobs  that  they  are  taking  from  the  private  sector.  It  is  the  role 
of  government  to  build  airports  and  facilitate  successful  general 
and  commercial  aviation.  However,  there  must  be  measures  to  en- 
sure that  transportation  dollars  are  spent  on  transportation  and 
not  political  projects  that  are  competing  with  the  private  sector. 

We  would  like  to  refer  you  to  the  handout,  and  there  is  more 
here  if  anyone  needs  them.  I  would  like  to  share  a  tale  with  you, 
a  short  tale  of  two  general  aviation  airports.  They  have  a  com- 
parable mix  of  general  aviation  flights.  Both  are  located  in  Chi- 
cago's western  suburbs,  about  15  miles  apart. 

During  the  mid-1980s  the  political  leadership  decided  to  tax  and 
spend  to  expand  the  DuPage  Airport.  There  was  no  referendum 
from  the  people  and  the  appointed  board  members  did  not  reflect 
the  views  of  the  people.  The  DuPage  Airport  operations  had  de- 
clined from  300,000  to  177,000  per  year.  However,  during  the  ex- 
pansion their  spending  increased  from  $1.5  million  to  $57  million 
per  year. 

Meanwhile,  Aurora  Municipal  Airport  serves  134,000  operations 
for  less  than  a  million  per  year.  Aurora  Airport  makes  excellent 
use  of  AIP  grants  and  simply  complies  with  the  law. 

The  difference  between  these  two  general  aviation  airports  is 
that  the  DuPage  Airport  acquired  $45  million  of  Federal  transpor- 
tation funds  through  a  simple  letter  of  intent.  The  DuPage  Airport 
has  built  a  $17  million  treeless  golf  course  and  country  club.  They 
have  built  a  $10  to  $14  million  glorified  marble  terminal  building 
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that  has  been  vacant  for  a  year.  They  have  a  museum.  They  have 
bulldozed  40  acres  of  wetlands. 

The  Federal  money  allowed  the  DuPage  Airport  to  acquire  addi- 
tionsJ  debt  and  real  estate,  such  as  houses,  office  buildings,  com- 
mercial space,  a  car  dealership,  and  more.  Recently,  the  DuPage 
Airport,  crossed  the  street  to  steal  a  nearby  tenant  from  the  private 
sector.  The  DAA  master  plan  shows  plsins  to  build  shopping  cen- 
ters, a  hotel,  health  club,  and  more.  None  of  the  DAA  projects  have 
had  a  profit,  and  realistically  considering  their  debt  service,  there 
is  no  promise  of  future  profits. 

Flush  with  these  Federal  funds,  the  DuPage  Airport  also  bought 
Planemaster,  a  fixed-base  operator.  This  government  owned  and 
operated  airline  ran  private  FBOs,  who  were  paying  taxes,  off  the 
field.  Planemaster  virtually  monopolizes  aviation  services  at 
DuPage  and  is  taking  passengers,  freight,  and  general  aviation 
business  from  the  private  sector.  Planemaster  owns  30  airplanes 
and  reports  show  that  12  to  14  of  the  30  aircraft  have  been  dam- 
aged or  destroyed  during  the  past  five  years. 

NTSB  accident  reports  show  negligence  on  the  part  of 
Planemaster  pilots  and  staff,  while  the  taxpayer  is  the  deep  pocket 
paying  for  these  financial  losses  and  litigation. 

In  response  to  Freedom  of  Information  requests,  Planemaster 
said  they  have  no  records  for  five  years  of  who  flew  when,  where 
and  who  paid  for  it,  and  this  is  highly  controversial.  Planemaster 
is  being  investigated  by  the  FBI.  However,  these  investigations 
take  time  and  Planemaster  is  planning  a  30  to  40  percent  expan- 
sipnr  this  year  with  more  Federal  and  State  money. 

The  Federal  largesse  has  allowed  a  general  aviation  airport  to 
expand  out  of  control.  Their  parties  and  spending  are  legendary. 
They  are  nonelected;  it  is  an  unaccountable  unit  of  government 
that  is  serving  political  leadership  and  not  the  people. 

Airport  and  airline  taxes  are  on  the  rise.  Greneral  and  commercial 
aviation,  and  aircraft  manufacturing  are  some  of  the  businesses  we 
do  best  in  the  United  States.  Yet  general  aviation  has  been  on  the 
decline,  and  you  probably  know  about  100  airlines  have  gone  bank- 
rupt during  a  five-year  period.  I  believe  that  the  financial  losses  in 
commercial  aviation  coincide  with  the  years  where  Federal  funds 
were  diverted  to  pork  barrel  politics. 

The  Citizens  for  Airport  Reform  request  the  following:  Please, 
suspend  the  Federal  dollars  to  the  DuPage  Airport  or  dollars  allo- 
cated to  Illinois  for  the  Block  Grant  Program  that  would  be  allo- 
cated to  DuPage  Airport  until,  number  one,  a  representative  gov- 
ernment can  be  established;  the  DuPage  Airport  stops  competing 
and  taking  jobs  from  the  private  sector;  fiscal  responsibility  can  be 
demonstrated  to  the  taxpayers;  and  all  Federal  investigations  are 
complete. 

Local  FAA  officials  must  be  accountable  for  reporting  and  not 
supporting  the  diversion  of  transportation  dollars.  Please  return 
Federal  transportation  funds  only  to  responsible  AIP  projects.  I 
would  ask  that  you  consider  cutting  the  transportation  tax  to  help 
commercial  aviation  and  the  taxpaying  traveling  public.  You  have 
the  power  to  serve  the  people,  so  please  stop  the  diversion  of  trans- 
portation funds.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Gail  Dunham  follows:] 
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CITIZENS  FOR  AIRPORT  REFORM  OF  THE 

DUPAGE  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY,  IL 

720  Enterprise  Dr. 

Oak  Brook,  IL  60521 

708-573-8585 

COMMENTS  BEFORE  THE  U.S.  HOUSE  SUB-COMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 
April  25,  1994 

PLEASE  STOP  THE  DIVERSION  OF  TRANSPORTATION  FUNDS  TO 
NON-AVIATION  PROJECTS 

Presented  by:  Mrs.  Gail  A.  Dunham 
1454  Frenchman's  Bend 
Naperville,  IL  60564 
708-851-5507 

My  name  is  Gail  Dunham  and  I  represent  a  300-member  citizens  group 
working  to  reduce  taxes,  preserve  the  environment,  stop  government 
from  competing  with  private  enterprise,  and  to  make  the  un- 
democratic, non-elected  taxing  body,  known  as  the  DuPage  Airport 
Authority  (DAA),  located  in  West  Chicago,  IL,  accountable  to  the 
people . 

WE  BELIEVE  GOVERNMENT  SHOULD  NOT  DO  WHAT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  CAN  DO 
BETTER  FOR  LESS.  GOVERNMENT  SHOULD  NOT  CREATE  JOBS  THAT  THEY  ARE 
TAKING  FROM  THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR.  It  is  the  role  of  government  to 
build  airports  and  facilitate  successful  general  and  commercial 
aviation.  However,  there  must  be  measures  to  ensure  that 
transportation  dollars  are  spent  on  transportation,  and  not 
political  projects  competing  with  private  business. 

We  would  like  to  share  a  short  tale  of  two  general  aviation 
airports  with  you.  Both  are  located  in  Chicago's  western  suburbs, 
about  15  miles  apart.  During  the  mid  1980 's  while  general  aviation 
was  on  the  decline,  the  local  political  leadership  decided  to  tax 
and  spend  to  expand  the  DuPage  Airport  Authority  (DAA).  There  was 
no  referendum  from  the  people,  and  the  appointed  board  members  did 
not  reflect  the  views  of  the  people.  While  the  DAA  operations 
declined  from  300,000  to  177,000  a  year,  during  ten  years  their 
spending  increased  from  $1.5  to  $57  million  per  year.  Meanwhile, 
a  comparable  general  aviation  airport,  located  nearby,  the  Aurora 
Municipal  Airport,  serves  134,000  operations  for  less  than  $1 
million  per  year.  Aurora  Airport  makes  excellent  use  of  modest  AIP 
(Airport  Improvement  Program)  grants  and  simply  complies  with  the 
law. 

The  difference  between  the  two  airports  is  that  the  DAA  acquired 
$45  million  of  federal  transportation  funds  through  a  simple  Letter 
of  Intent  (LOI).  The  Df^A  has  built  a  $17  million  golf  course  and 
country  club,  and  a  $10-$14  million  glorified  marble  terminal 
building  that  has  been  vacant  for  over  a  year,  a  museum,  and 
bulldozed  40+  acres  of  wetlands.  The  federal  money  allowed  the  DAA 
to  acquire  additional  debt  and  real  estate  holdings  such  as  houses. 
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office  buildings,  commercial  space,  a  car  dealership,  and  more, 
which  are  being  leased  to  people  in  direct  competition  with  private 
real  estate.  Recently  the  DAA  crossed  the  street  to  steal  a  nearby 
tenant  from  the  private  sector.  The  DAA  master  plan  shows  plans  to 
build  shopping  centers,  a  hotel,  health  club,  and  more.  None  of 
the  DAA  projects  have  had  a  profit,  realistically,  considering  debt 
service,  there  is  no  promise  of  profits  in  the  future. 

Flush  with  more  federal  funds,  DAA  also  bought  Planemaster,  a  fixed 
base  operator  (FBO).  The  government  owned  and  operated  airline  ran 
private  FBO's  who  were  paying  taxes,  off  the  field.  Planemaster 
virtually  monopolizes  the  aviation  services  at  DAA  taking 
passengers,  freight,  and  general  aviation  business  from  the  private 
sector.  Planemaster  owns  30  airplanes  and  reports  show  that  12-14 
of  the  30  aircraft  have  been  damaged  or  destroyed  during  the  past 
five  years.  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  accident 
reports  show  negligence  on  the  part  of  Planemaster  pilots  and 
staff,  while  the  taxpayer  is  the  deep  pocket  paying  for  their 
financial  losses  and  litigation. 

In  response  to  Freedom  of  Information  (FOI)  requests,  and 
investigations,  Planemaster  said  they  kept  no  records  for  five 
years  of  who  flew  when,  where,  and  who  paid  for  it. 

Planemaster  is  being  investigated  by  the  FBI,  however  these 
investigations  take  time,  and  Planemaster  is  planning  a  30%-40% 
expansion  this  year,  with  more  federal  and  state  money. 

FEDERAL  LARGESS  HAS  ALLOVfED  A  GENERAL  AVIATION  AIRPORT  TO  EXPAND 
OUT  OF  CONTROL.  The  DAA  extravagant  parties  and  spending  are 
legendary.  This  non-elected  and  virtually  unaccountable  government 
entity  is  serving  the  political  leadership  and  not  the  people. 

Airport  and  airline  taxes  are  on  the  rise.  General  and  commercial 
aviation,  and  aircraft  manufacturing  are  some  of  the  businesses  we 
do  best  in  the  U.S.  Yet,  general  aviation  has  been  on  the  decline, 
and  about  100  airlines  went  bankrupt  during  a  five  year  period  of 
time.  The  financial  losses  in  commercial  aviation  coincide  with 
the  years  these  federal  funds  were  diverted  to  pork  barrel 
politics . 

We  request  the  following: 

1.  Suspend  the  federal  dollars  to  the  DuPage  Airport  Authority 
(DAA),  or  dollars  allocated  to  IL  for  the  block  grant  program  that 
would  be  allocated  to  DAA.,  until: 

a.  A  representative  government  can  be  established 

b.  The  DAA  stops  competing  and  taking  jobs  from  the 
private  sector 

c.  Fiscal  responsibility  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  taxpayers. 

d.  All  federal  investigations  are  complete. 

2.  Local  FAA  officials  must  be  accountable  for  reporting,  not 
supporting  the  diversion  of  transportation  dollars. 
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3.  Return  the  federal  transportation  funds  only  to  responsible 
airport  improvement  projects. 

4.  Cut  the  transportation  tax  to  help  commercial  aviation  and  the 
taxpaying  traveling  public. 

You  have  the  power  to  serve  the  people,  so  please  stop  the 
diversion  of  transportation  funds.   Thank  you  for  listening. 
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CITIZENS  FOR  AIRPORT  REFORM  OF  THE  DUPAGE  AIRPORT  AUTHORITY 

720  Enterprise  Dr. 

Oak  Brook,  IL  60521 

708-573-8585 

A  TALE  OF  TWO  AIRPORTS 


Operations  Per  Year 

Annual  Expenditures 
Sources  ol  Funds 

Number  ol  Employees 

Size 

Location 


Runway 
Technology 


Environment 
Airspace 
Real  Estate 

Terminal 

Aviation  &  Ground 
Services 

Recreation 

Financials 
Government  Compliance 


Airport  Management 


*  Airpoil  Board 


DuPage  Airport  Authority  (OAA) 

177.000 


Comparable  mix  of  general  aviation  flights 


$57  million 


Large  Federal  grants,  user  fees,  state  taxes, 
local  property  taxes,  bonds,  extensive  debt 

1 15  employees  plus  consultants 

most  |obs  taken  from  the  private  sector  and  put  on  taxpayer  payroll 

2800  acres 

(Purchased  and  condemned  land  to  grow  from  500  acres) 

20  mm,  from  the  nearest  expressway 
Close  proximity  to  O'Hare  Inll  Airport  requiresceiling  limitations 
t^ust  fly  below  2250'  AGL  (above  ground  level)  to  the  east  and 
Must  fly  below  3250'  AGL  (above  ground  level)  to  the  west 

4750'  enlarged  to  5150'  by  converting  overrun  to  runway 

2  ILS  (Instrument  Landing  System)  runways 

DABRITE  radar 

FAA  Control  Tower 

(Currently  replacing  fibre  optic/computer  controlled  runway  lights 

conventional  controls  -  wasted  $250,000+) 

Bulldozed  W*  acres  of  wetlands,  destroyed  habitat 
Wetland  mitigation  unsuccessful 

Runway  obstacle  free  zone  has  a  golf  course  located  in  it  for  DAA  primary 
instrument  runway  which  is  attracting  geese  and  large  numbers  of  waterfowl 

Renting  houses,  car  dealership,  commercial  office  space 
and  plans  to  expand  talking  business  from  the  private  sector 
Under  investigation  for  non-payment  of  real  estate  taxes 

SI  0-$1 4  million  marble  building  vacant  for  over  a  year 
Unable  to  lease  at  fair  market  value 

37  unmarked  ground  vehicles 

Owns  Planemaster-30  airplanes  Refuses  to  make 

public  complete  record  of  cost  and  expenditures 

DAA  Auditor  deems  their  expenditure  policies  inadequate 

Owns  and  will  soon  operate  21 -hole  $17  million  treeless  golf 

course  and  country  club 

Spends  thousands  on  private  parlies 

Air  show  loses  money 

Has  never  published  a  complete  Treasurer's  Report  of  Annual  Expenditures 
OAA  hired  Auditor  notes  many  irregularities 

Has  not  completely  complied  with  Freedom  of  Information 
Requests  for  ten  years 

Criticized  tor  authorizing  $65  million  in  bonds  outside  of  a  public  meeting 

Under  investigation  from  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  and  a  Grand  Jury 

When  advisory  referendums  have  been  on  the  ballot  people  voted  8  to  1 
against  the  OAA  spending  and  expansion:  OAA  sought  changes  in  legislation 
to  change  referendum  procedures  to  deprive  public  participalion 

Chicago  Tribune  reported  the  former  OAA  Oirector  personallymade  $1  million 
on  a  land  deal,  perceived  to  be  because  of  airport  contracts  and  influence 
Present  OAA  Oirector  highest  paid  general  aviation  director  in  IL 


Aurora  Municipal  Airport 

134,000 

$1  million  or  less 

Modest  AlP  (Airport  Improvement  Program) 
grants,  user  fees,  limited  city  and  state  funds 

5  employees. 

creates  jobs  for  the  private  sector 

1000  acres 


easy  access  to  1-88 
No  AGL  liinitahons 


6500' 

1  ILS  runway 
OABRITE  radar 
FAA  Control  Tower 


Preserved  Floodplain 


Undeveloped  agricultural 
land  enhances  safety 

No  competition  with  private  sector 


Modest  building  commensurate  with 
general  aviation  needs 

5  ground  vehicles 

Fixed  Base  Operators  lease  land  and 

compete  freely  with  each  other 


No  competition  with  private  sector 
Raises  funds  through  an  annual 
dinner  dance 
Air  show  breaks  even 

Publishes  all  financials  completely 
and  accurately 

Full  compliance  and  cooperation 
with  the  public 


Completely  Respected 


12  members 

No  coinpens,ition 

Appointed  without  controversy  from 

surrounding  municipal  niayuis 


9  members 

Paid  $10.000/year  lor  one  meeting  per  month 

Appointed  and  controlled  by  the  the  local  political  leadership 

with  no  referendum  from  the  people 

Non-compliance  with  AlP  (Airport  Improvement  Grant) 

provisions  for  communily  representation 

No  accountability  to  the  taxpayers 

■  BECAUSE  OF  THE  PAST  ABUSES  OF  POWER  THE  CITIZENS  FOR  AIRPORT  REFORM  WANT  A  NON-PARTISAN  ELECTED  DUPAGE  AIRPORT  BOARD. 
NINE  MEMBERS.  ONE  PER  TOWNSHIP  TO  REPRESENT  THE  AREA  BEING  TAXED.  WE  ARE  OPPOSED  TO  TAXATION  WITHOUT  REPRESENTATION! 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Dunham.  You  mentioned  in  your  tes- 
timony that  IlUnois  is  a  participant  in  the  Block  Grant  Program, 
one  of  eight,  I  think,  nationwide. 

Ms.  Dunham.  Yes. 

Mr.  Price.  Have  the  State  authorities  responsible  for  allocating 
those  funds  taken  note  of  your  allegations? 

Ms.  Dunham.  No.  No.  I  think  there  are  political  things  going  on, 
and,  unfortunately,  the  Greneral  Assembly  has  not  acted  and  the 
Governor  continues  to  fund  the — to  give  the  Federal  funds  directly 
to  the  DuPage  Airport. 

Mr.  Price.  Have  you  made  attempts  to  bring  these  matters  to 
the  attention  of  those  responsible? 

Ms.  Dunham.  Yes,  and  the  DuPage  Airport  says,  well,  if  we 
spend  enough  money,  eventually  we  will  have  a  profit,  but  in  the 
meantime  they  are  taking  business  from  the  private  sector,  and 
that  is  why  I  am  here  today.  If  you  could  stop  the  Federal  funds 
until  the  Federal  investigations  are  complete,  I  think  that  is  a  rea- 
sonable request.  There  are  people  today  that  have  very  valid  re- 
quests for  these  transportation  funds. 

Mr.  Price.  Now  the  Federal  investigations 

Ms.  Dunham.  The  FBI  probe  began  last  summer.  I  know  the 
grand  jury  subpoenas  have  been  out  since  last  September.  The  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  is  involved.  The  grand  jury,  of  course,  is 
highly  secretive,  so  we  really  don't  know  what  is  going  on. 

I  do  know  that  Planemaster  has  budgeted  for  a  30  to  40  percent 
expansion  this  year. 

Mr.  Price.  As  far  as  you  know,  has  the  Federal  Department  of 
Transportation's  Inspector  General  ever  been  informed  of  these  al- 
legations or  been  involved  in  this  in  any  way? 

Ms.  Dunham.  I  don't  know,  but  I  would  be  happy  to  meet  with 
him. 

Mr.  Price.  The  Inspector  General  is  very  active  in  investigating 
revenue  diversions  in  particular. 

Ms.  Dunham.  And  who  is  that? 

Mr.  Price.  The  Inspector  General  of  the  Federal  Department  of 
Transportation . 

Ms.  Dunham.  Letters  have  been  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation Pefia  and  to  Janet  Reno.  I  know  they  have  received  pa- 
perwork on  this.  I  would  be  very  happy  to  meet  with  him.  I  would 
share  with  you  some  of  the  local  press.  It  has  been  pretty  much  a 
DuPage  County  issue.  It  hasn't  made  the  national  media.  However, 
I  think  it  is  a  very  serious  problem. 

I  think  the  people  have  a  very  reasonable  request  in  asking  you 
to  stop  the  diversion — to  stop  the  Federal  funds  until  this  inves- 
tigation is  complete.  Also,  in  accordance,  they  are  receiving  AIP 
grant  funds,  and  I  understand  one  of  the  provisions  in  the  program 
is  that  you  have  community  representation. 

We  have  no  community  representation,  so  they  wouldn't  be  meet- 
ing that  provision  of  the  fund.  They  haven't  solicited — there  is  total 
opposition  from  neighboring  communities,  which  has  been  ignored. 
There  has  been  a  tremendous  amount  of  litigation,  but  you  know 
the  taxpayers  are  being  sued  with  our  own  money.  They  have  at- 
torneys. They  are  spending  quite  a  bit  on  attorneys  to  defend  their 
autonomy,  and  we  have  had — there  has  been  litigation  for  ten 
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years  on  this.  People  keep  waiting  for  it  to  get  better,  and  it  isn't 
getting  better. 

This  marble  building  is  unbelievable.  Their  budget  is  larger  than 
I  believe  the  New  Orleans  Airport  budget.  We  are  not  talking  about 
a  major  airport.  This  is  a  general  aviation  airport,  and,  yes,  we 
have  lots  of  corporate  offices.  However,  there  is,  the  corporate  jets 
are  also  served  by  the  Aurora  Airport  and  Powakie. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No,  I  don't,  but  I  want  to  thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  come  here.  I  am  sympathetic  when  a  citizen  takes  that 
time.  I  assume  you  paid  your  own  way  or  your  group  did? 

Ms.  Dunham.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  just  want  to  thank  you  for  that.  We  will  take  a  look 
at  it,  and  appreciate  your  bringing  it  to  our  attention. 

Mr.  Price.  I  thank  you  as  well. 

Ms.  Dunham.  I  would  sincerely  hope  that  the  entire  committee 
would  be  aware  of  this  situation.  Our  group,  incidentally,  we  have 
professionals  in  aviation,  accounting,  law.  We  are  also  common  citi- 
zens. We  are  taxpayers.  This  isn't  a  group  that  is  just  opposed  to 
airport  noise.  We  are  opposed  to  the  misuse  of  Federal  funds  and 
local  funds  also. 

May  I  leave  this  with  you,  some  of  this? 

Mr.  Price.  Yes,  you  may,  and  we  will  make  the  rest  of  the  sub- 
committee aware  of  it. 

Ms.  Dunham.  The  League  of  Women  Voters  has  had  a  stand  on 
this  for  ten  years. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Dunham.  We  appreciate  your  being 
here. 

Ms.  Dunham.  Thank  you  again. 

[Clerk's  note.— The  Report  of  the  DuPage  Airport  Task  Force 
and  copies  of  newspaper  articles  will  be  retained  in  the  Subcommit- 
tee files.] 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
FLORIDA  INSTITUTE  OF  TECHNOLOGY 

WITNESS 

GORDON  L.  NELSON,  DEAN  OF  THE  COLLEGE  OF  SCIENCE  AND  LIB- 
ERAL ARTS 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  hear  from  Dr.  Gordon  Nelson,  Dean  of 
the  College  of  Science  and  Liberal  Arts  at  the  Florida  Institute  of 
Technology. 

Mr.  Nelson.  My  name  is  Gordon  Nelson.  I  am  the  Dean  of  the 
College  of  Science  and  Liberal  Arts  at  the  Florida  Institute  of  Tech- 
nology. We  are  grateful  to  you  and  to  the  committee  for  this  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  today. 

The  subject  of  my  testimony  is  the  establishment  of  the  Inter- 
national Center  for  Intermodal  Transportation  and  Telecommuni- 
cations Technologies,  ICITTT,  to  promote  education  and  training, 
research  and  development,  and  technology  transfer  in  key  transpor- 
tation areas  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  Nation. 

The  center  is  comprised  of  three  universities  teamed  with  three 
major    corporations:    The    Florida    Institute    of  Technology,    Mel- 
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bourne,  Florida;  the  Stevens  Institute  of  Technology,  Hoboken,  New 
Jersey;  and  the  University  of  Limerick,  Limerick,  Ireland.  These 
institutions  form  ICITTT,  a  transatlantic  partnership  between  aca- 
demia,  industry,  and  government  created  to  foster  the  development 
of  innovative  transportation  technologies. 

Our  industrial  partners  are  the  Harris  Corporation  in  Florida, 
Bell  Atlantic  in  Virginia,  and  G.E.  Capital  Aviation  Services  in  Ire- 
land. 

As  members  of  the  subcommittee  may  recall,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives provided  the  necessary  authorization  in  the  1992  tech- 
nical corrections  legislation  to  accompany  the  ISTEA  Act  of  1991. 
That  legislation  received  overwhelming  support  in  the  full  House 
of  Representatives  but  was  not  acted  upon  in  the  Senate. 

ICITTTs  objectives  implement  the  goals  of  the  national  tech- 
nology policy  of  the  administration,  which  emphasizes  the  economic 
importance  of  renewing  our  civilian  technology  base.  ICITTT  will 
focus  on  critical  technologies,  such  as  advanced  materials,  informa- 
tion technology,  and  new  manufacturing  processes  as  they  relate  to 
transportation. 

The  first  stage  of  development  of  the  center  will  focus  on  aero- 
nautical technologies.  Commercial  aviation  is  by  far  the  largest 
contributor  to  U.S.  exports  of  any  industry,  with  a  net  favorable 
balance  of  trade  of  $30  billion.  The  largest  single  purchaser  of  U.S.- 
built  civil  aircraft  is  the  company  in  Ireland,  our  industrial  part- 
ner, G.E.  Capital  Aviation  Services,  formerly  Guinness  Peat  Avia- 
tion. 

A  recent  report  on  the  aerospace  industry  prepared  by  the  Na- 
tional Research  Council  concludes  maintenance  of  U.S.  standing  in 
the  industry  is  of  imperative  national  need.  The  current  effort  of 
the  U.S.  Government  to  support  basic  aerospace  reserve  and  tech- 
nology is  inadequate  to  meet  that  need.  The  threat  is  growing,  and 
the  Nation's  technological  capability  is  not  being  positioned  for  the 
future. 

The  aviation  industry  is  inherently  international.  Therefore,  a 
competitive  advantage  is  more  likely  to  accrue  to  countries  that 
have  significant  technological  capabilities  and  that  also  participate 
in  cooperative  efforts  in  technology  development  rather  than  func- 
tioning in  isolation. 

Although  less  than  two  years  old,  ICITTT  has  already  achieved 
significant  successes.  The  center  is  engaged  in  a  major  effort  with 
Harris  Corporation  to  demonstrate  advanced  communication  tech- 
nologies for  the  next  generation  of  air  traffic  control  systems.  In- 
deed, 20  of  Florida  Tech's  50  aircraft  serve  as  the  test  bed  for  the 
latest  in  GPS  technology. 

The  center  institutions  combined  their  strength  recently  to  se- 
cure a  three-year  advanced  telecommunications  Navy  contract.  The 
Design  and  Manufacturing  Institute  now  has  developed  the  capa- 
bility to  implement  automated  manufacturing  of  composite  aero- 
space parts  and  advanced  techniques  for  improving  the  reliability 
of  air  frame  inspections  and  aircra^ft  maintenance. 

Finally,  recent  discussions  between  ICITTT  and  FAA  are  leading 
to  a  contract  to  further  develop  a  fuzzy,  logic-based  system  to  de- 
termine the  physical  preparedness  of  pilots  to  fly.  ICITTT  is  a  joint 
international  venture,  a  truly  unique  partnership.  To  achieve  the 
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full  potential  of  this  initiative,  high  technology  facilities  and  equip- 
ment and  additional  technical  professionals  are  needed. 

The  University  of  Limerick  has  succeeded  in  securing  $7  million 
in  facilities  funding  through  the  Republic  of  Ireland  and  the  E.G., 
and  Florida  Tech's  industrial  partner,  Harris  Corporation,  has  pro- 
vided $2  million  towards  an  engineering  facility  for  a  total  of  $9 
million  in  existing  funds  for  facilities. 

It  is  prudent  for  the  Federal  Grovernment  to  leverage  these  suc- 
cesses with  center  funding.  In  fiscal  1995  the  funding  request  is  for 
$15  million;  $7.5  million  for  matching  funds  for  facilities  develop- 
ment, and  $7.5  million  for  equipment  and  support. 

I  fully  understand  the  difficult  fiscal  constraints  before  Congress 
and  specifically  before  you  in  this  subcommittee.  We  are  confident, 
however,  that  efforts  underway  in  ICITTT  are  meeting  truly  major 
national  needs.  We  are  hopeful  that  funding  will  be  possible  in  the 
special  programs  section  of  your  bill. 

I  thank  you  and  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  about 
my  oral  or  written  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Nelson  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FEDERAL  FUNDING  FOR  THE 

INTERNATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  ENTERMODAL  TRANSPORTATION  AND 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS  TECHNOLOGIES(ICnTT) 

My  name  is  Dr.  Gordon  Nelson  and  I  am  the  Dean  of  the  College  of 
Science  and  Liberal  Arts  at  the  Florida  Institute  of  Technology.     We  are 
most  grateful  to  you.  Chairman  Carr,  and  the  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today.     The 
subject  of  my  testimony   is   the  establishment  of  the   International   Center 
for    Intermodal    Transportation    and    Telecommunication    Technologies 
(ICITTT)   to  promote   education  and   training,   research   and   development, 
and   technology    transfer   in    key    telecommunications    and    transportation 
areas  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  nation. 

The  Center  is   comprised  of  three  universities   teamed  with   three 
major    corporations.  The  Florida  Institute  of  Technology  (Florida  Tech), 
Melbourne,   Florida;   the  Stevens   Institute  of  Technology   (Stevens), 
Hoboken,  New  Jersey;  and  the  University  of  Limerick  (UL),  Limerick, 
Ireland,   form   ICITTT,    a   transatlantic   partnership   between   academia, 
industry,   and   government  created   to   foster   the   development   of 
innovative   transportation   and    telecommunications    technologies.      Our 
industrial  partners  are  the  Harris  Corporation  in  Florida,  Bell  Atlantic  in 
Virginia,  and  G.E.  Capital  Aviation  Services  in  Ireland.     As  members  of 
the   subcommittee   may   recall,   the   House   of  Representatives   provided 
the  necessary  authorization  in  the  Technical  Corrections   legislation  to 
accompany  the  ISTEA  Act  of  199L     That  legislation  received 
overwhelming   support  in  the  full  House  of  Representatives   but  was  not 
acted  upon  in  the  Senate. 

BACKGROUND 

ICITTT's  objectives  implement  the  goals  of  the  National 
Technology   Policy   of  the   Administration,   which   emphasizes   the 
economic  importance  of  renewing  our  civilian  technology  base.     ICITTT 
will  focus  on  critical  technologies:   such  as  advanced  materials, 
information    technology   and    new   manufacturing   processes   as    they   relate 
to  transportation.     The  first  stage  of  development  of  the  Center  will 
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focus  in  particular  on  aeronautical  technologies.     The  Center's  materials 
research   will   initially   concentrate   on   new   materials,   and   their 
inspection,    maintenance,    and   replacement.      Software   engineering    and 
electronic    systems/telecommunications    research    will    focus    on    new    air 
traffic   control   systems. 

In  light  of  government  policy  on  defense  conversion,   there  are 
compelling  reasons   for  the   United  States  to   maintain  a  forward-looking 
position  in  aeronautical  and  aviation   technologies.      The   military 
importance   of  these   technologies   was   amply   demonstrated   by   the   war 
in  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Of  equal  significance  is  the  paramount  role  of  aviation  in  the 
global  economy.     Commercial  aviation  is  by  far  the  largest  contributor  to 
U.S.  exports  of  any  industry,  with  a  net  favorable  balance  of  trade  in 
1990  of  $30  billion.     Air  commerce  contributes  $200  billion  annually  to 
the  U.S.  Economy,  and  its  efficiency  in  moving  passengers  and  freight  is 
vitally   important   to   the   commercial   infrastructure   of  the   country. 

The  aerospace  and  aviation  industry  has   long  been  among   the 
nation's   top  economic   performers.      During    1989,   aerospace   ranked 
seventh  in  terms  of  sales.      In   1991,  the  aerospace  industry  posted  sales 
of  $140  billion.     The  single  largest  customer  of  aerospace  products  is  the 
U.S.  government,  although  its  share  of  total  aerospace  sales  has  been 
declining.      Recent  figures  indicate   that  U.S.   government  demand 
accounts   for   approximately   50  percent  of  aerospace   sales,   with   defense 
applications  accounting  for  80  percent  of  federal  purchases.      The   largest 
single  commercial  purchaser  of  U.S. -built  civil  aircraft  is  the  company  in 
Ireland,  G.E.  Capital  Aviation  Services,  formerly  Guinness  Peat  Aviation. 

According   to   testimony   submitted   by   Senator,   (then   - 
Representative)  Barbara  Boxer  (D-CA)  on  March    18,    1992,  before  the 
House   Committee   on   Government  Operations,   Subcommittee   on 
Transportation   and   Government   Activities,    the   Congressional   Research 
Service    reported    that: 

•  Aircraft  production   affects   80   percent  of  our  economy. 

•  For  every  additional  dollar  of  aircraft  shipments,  output  of  the 
economy   increases   by   2.3   dollars. 

•  Every  $1  billion  (in  1977  dollars)  of  new  U.S.  aircraft  shipments 
is  estimated  to  create  nearly  35,000  jobs. 
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•     For  every  job  created  in  the  aerospace  sector,  two  more  jobs 

are   created  elsewhere   in   the  economy. 
According  to  Senator  Boxer,  these  figures  result  in  a  net  balance  of 
770,000  jobs   for   American   workers. 

Another   striking   and   equally   compelling   perspective   comes   from 
an  assessment  of  nine  critical  U.S.  technologies,  prepared  by  the  Council 
on  Competitiveness  under  the  previous  Administration.      The  Council's 
report  noted  that  the  aerospace  industry  is  a  major  component  of  the 
U.S.  economy  that  contributes  significantly  to  U.S.   trade  performance 
and  is  the  user  and  driver  of  many  other  product  and  process 
technologies.  That  survey  notes  two  significant  points  relevant  to  the 
industry    today: 

•  Military   research   and  development  is   providing   few    "spillover" 
benefits   to  the  commercial   industry,   whereas  civilian  technology  is 
becoming   more   important   to   defense   needs. 

•  The  US.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FA A)  has  had  an  historic 
role  as  the  world's  preeminent  "setter  of  aviation  standards."     The 
European   Community's   equivalent   body,    the   Joint   Airworthiness 
Authority   (JAA),   however,   has   now   developed   comparable   expertise. 

A  report  on  the  aerospace  industry  prepared  by  the  National 
Research  Council  concludes: 

Clearly,  maintenance  of  U.S.  standing  in  the  industry  is  an 
imperative  national  need.     The  current  effort  of  the  U.S. 
government   to   support   basic    aerospace   research   and   technology 
is  inadequate  to  meet  that  need.     The  threat  is  growing,  and  the 
nation's  technological  capability  is  not  being  positioned  for  the 
future. 

Indeed,  U.S.  leadership,  cannot  be  taken  for  granted,  and  there  is 
growing  evidence  of  the  difficulties  of  U.S.  companies  relying  solely  on 
U.S.  resources.     A  most  dramatic  example  is  the  attempt  by  McDonnell 
Douglas  to  sell  40  percent  of  the  commercial  operations  of  its  Douglas 
Aircraft  Division  to  Taiwan  Aerospace.     Portents  for  the  future  based  on 
technology  research  results  are  not  encouraging.     A  study,  conducted  by 
CHI  Research,  shows  that  since  1983,  the  U.S.  has  lost  its  share  of  total 
patents  in   38  of  48  product  categories,  including  electronics  and 
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transportation.      New    initiatives   are   required.      International    cooperation 
in  education  and  research  can  provide  a  fresh   stimulant  to  U.S.   industry. 

The    transport    and    aviation    industry    is    inherently    international. 
Virtually    all    major   commercial    ventures   have    significant   cross-border 
components.      Therefore,   a  competitive  advantage   is   more   likely   to 
accrue   to   countries   that   have   significant   technological   capabilities   and 
that   also   participate   in   cooperative   efforts   in   technology   development 
rather   than   functioning   in   isolation. 

ICITTT  will   strengthen  the  U.S.   transportation   industry   by 
providing    support   to   industry's   education,    training,    technology    transfer 
and   advanced   research   and   development   activities.      The   development  of 
an    international    research    and    developmental    initiative    between 
academia  and  industry   should   bolster  Federal   efforts   to   ensure   that 
industry  will  continue  to  be  a  powerful  force  in  the  economy.     The 
Center  will  fill  gaps  that  have  been  inherent  in  Federal   transportation 
R&D  for  many  years  and  provide  the  resources  and  coordination 
necessary  to  assist  U.S.   industry  to  remain  globally  competitive. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  principal  objectives  of  the  Center  are  to  provide:    1)  education 
and   training,    2)   research   and   development,   and   3)   technology    transfer 
to   improve    the   operation   of  commercial   transportation   and 
telecommunications   industries   by   utilizing   the   expertise   of  all   three 
universities    working    with    their    industrial    partners    under    government 
support.     In  education  and  training,  the  goal  is  to  advance  the 
knowledge    base    of   the    transportation    and    telecommunications    industry 
personnel   and   to   ensure   that   new,   relevant   technologies   are   introduced 
safely,  and  that  they  provide  cost  saving  options.     The  research  effort 
will   focus   on   materials,   electronic   systems,   software   engineering, 
sensors,   congestion   mitigation,   and   environmental   compatibility.      The 
technology   transfer  goal   will   be   met   by   disseminating   electronically   the 
results   of  the   Center's   research   as   well   as   developments   associated   with 
the    industrial    partners    and    other   consortia   members   as   deemed 
appropriate. 
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It  is  not  intended  that  the  scope  of  other  centers  be  duplicated, 
but   rather   that   unique   capabilities   and   thrusts   be   developed   from 
existing   academic   and   industrial   strengths  of  ICITTT  partners.      Initially, 
systems   and   laboratories   will   be  developed   to   support  focused   ICITTT 
studies.      Mechanisms   will   be  outlined   for  eventual  participation   by 
other  corporations.     Amplification  of  ICITTT  objectives  follow: 

1 .  Education   and   Training 

This  objective  will  be  partially  realized  in  a  Learning  Center  which 
will   provide   curricula,    seminars   and   modern   laboratories   for   the 
conveyance  of  the   information   and  skills  required  in 
transportation  technology.      Florida  Tech,   Stevens,   and  the 
University  of  Limerick  will  conduct  technology  exchanges  in  their 
respective   areas   of  expertise.      Programs   presently   offered   at 
Florida  Tech  (Aviation,   Business,  Science,  Engineering, 
Management  and  Psychology)   will  be  blended  into  expositions  of 
FAA's    National    Aeronautics    System/Capital    Investment   Plan. 
(NAS/CIP).     The  programs  will  include  electronic  systems,  (Air 
Traffic    Control/Communications),    materials    and    software 
engineering.      Stevens'    programs    in    telecommunication    networks, 
fault    tolerant   software,    teleconferencing,   and   technology 
management  will   supplement  the  capabilities  of  Florida  Tech.     The 
University   of  Limerick   also   has   significant  complementary 
capabilities    in   information   technology,    software   engineering,    data 
communications,    and    materials    development    (inspection, 
maintenance,   and  repair).      All   three   institutions   have   programs   in 
human  factors  and  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM)  which  are 
overarching    allied    areas. 

2.  Research    and    Development 

A.        The  Electronics    Systems/Telecommunications  focus  will  be 
realized   in   an   Aviation  Technologies   Laboratory   at  Limerick 
and  at  Florida  Tech  and  Harris.     Here,  research  and 
implementation   will   be   combined   in   the   development   and 
testing  of  the   latest  systems  in  communication  (voice,  digital 
and  video).  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  for  navigation, 
landing   and   collision   avoidance,   hyperspectral    imaging, 
automatic    flight   planning,    human   factors,   maintenance,    and 
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flight   stability   and   control   through   on-board   processing. 
Some  of  these  areas  are  directly  related  to  the  $1.7  billion 
Voice  Control  Switching  Center  (VCSC)  project  for  which 
Harris  Corporation   has  received   funding   to  upgrade   the 
FAA's  air  traffic  control  system. 
B.        The  Materials   focus  will  concentrate  on  advanced  research 
in    modern    materials    and    structures    (particularly    composites 
where   all    three   institutions   have   major   research   programs), 
new  electronic   materials,   and  materials   as   they  relate  to 
aerodynamic   flight   and   propulsion   systems,   or   are   relevant 
to  aircraft  design.     The  scope  and  thrusts  of  these 
investigations  will   be  kept  current  with   the   initiatives   being 
pursued   at  various   worldwide  centers   of  research   in   the 
subject  areas.      The   advanced   materials   research   programs   at 
the  University  of  Limerick  will  be  combined  with  a 
concurrent   engineering   approach   to   creating   high 
performance  composite  parts,  which  is  the  focus  of  the 
design   and   manufacturing   programs   at   Stevens. 
C         The    Software    Engineering  focus  will  occur  throughout  the 
Center  with   emphasis   on   zero   defect   software   development, 
software    systems    simulation,    software   reliability,    and 
complementary    strengths    in   these    areas. 
3.         Technology  Transfer 

To   insure   an   effective   partnership   and   enhance   technology 
transfer,    a   worldwide   communications   network   initially    linking 
Florida  Tech,   Stevens  Institute,   and  the  University  of  Limerick  will 
be  put  in  place.     This  will  facilitate  the  dissemination  of 
information,   allow   for  televised  courses   and   conferences,   and 
provide   access   to   databases   and   archival   literature   pertinent   to 
the  field.     In  addition,  the  partners  will  create  a  direct  link  to 
remote   sensing   of  the   environment   as   this   capability   evolves. 
The  Center  will  be  directed  by  a  Supervisory  Board  (representing 
the   six  partners)   and  an  independent   Advisory  Council   which   will  be 
formed   to   represent   the   views   and   priorities   of  industry,    government 
and    academia. 
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The  Council   will   have   representatives   both   from  Ireland  and   the 
United  States.     It  is  expected  that  ICITTT  will  become  self-sustaining 
after   an   initial   five   year   period   with   support  derived   from   participating 
corporations  and  research  agencies.      Support  for  ICITTT  has  been 
pledged  by  Harris,  Bell  Atlantic,  and  G.E.  Capital  Aviation  Services  of 
Ireland. 

PROGRAM  TO  DATE 

Although  less  than  two  years  old,  ICITTT  has  already  achieved 
significant  successes.     The  Center  is  engaged  in  a  major  effort  with 
Harris    Corporation    to    demonstrate   advanced    communication 
technologies  for  the  next  generation  of  air  traffic  control  systems.     The 
Center   institutions   combined   their  strengths   recently   to   secure   a   three 
year  advanced   telecommunications   Navy  contract.      Other  ongoing 
activities   include   the   development  of  the  Design   and   Manufacturing 
Institute   which   has   the   capability   to   implement   automated 
manufacturing   of  composite   aerospace   parts,   and   the  development  of 
advanced   techniques   for  improving   the  reliability   of  airframe 
inspections   and   aircraft  maintenance.      Finally,   recent  discussions 
between  the  Center  and  FAA  are  leading  to  a  contract  to  further 
develop  a  fuzzy  logic  based  system  to  determine  the  physical 
preparedness  of  pilots  to  fly.     Each  of  the  six  members  bring  unique  but 
complementary   strengths   to   the  Center.      By  combining   these   strengths, 
the  partnership  is  positioned  to  provide  a  very  significant  level  of 
support  to  U.S.  industry. 


376 

REQUEST  FOR  FEDERAL  PARTNERSHIP  FUNDING 

The  Center  is  a  joint   international  venture,   a  truly   unique 
partnership,   between   Florida  Tech,   Stevens,   and   the   University   of 
Limerick,  which  are  suited  by  virtue  of  location  and  expertise   to 
accomplish  the  objectives  envisioned  for  the  Center.      The  combined 
faculties  and  the  industrial  contributors,   viz,  G.E.   Capital  Aviation 
Services,   Bell  Atlantic,   and  Harris  Corporation,   represent  a  strong 
capable  team  to  achieve  the  overall  goals  of  the  Center. 

The   partnership   assists   the   U.S.   transportation   industry   to 
maintain   and   expand   its   global   competitiveness    through   academically- 
based   technology    transfer,   education,    training,    and    advanced   research 
and  development  through  cross  fertilization  of  U.S.   and  European 
technologies.     Such  an  initiative  will  result  in  a  stronger  U.S.  economy  by 
increasing  employment   and   productivity   in  one   of  America's   most 
significant    industries. 

To   achieve  the  full  potential  of  this  international  initiative,  high 
technology   facilities   and   equipment   and   additional    technical 
professionals   are  needed.   The   University  of  Limerick  has   succeeded   in 
securing  $7   million  in  facilities  funding  through  the  Republic  of  Ireland 
and  the  EC,  and  Florida  Tech's  industrial  partner  Harris  Corporation  has 
provided  $2  million  towards  an  engineering  facility  for  a  total  of  $9 
million  in  existing  funds  for  facilities.     It  is  critical  and  prudent  for  the 
federal   government  to   leverage   these   successes   with   Center  funding.      In 
FY  95  the  funding  request  is  for  $15  million  -  $7.5  million  for  matching 
funds      for  facilities  development  and  $7.5  million  for  equipment, 
expenses,      faculty,   and   students. 

Mr.   Chairman,   I   fully   understand  the  difficult  fiscal   constraints 
before   the   Congress   and   specifically   before   you   and   your  Subcommittee. 
We   are  confident,   however,   that  efforts  underway  in   ICITTT  are 
meeting  major  national  needs.     We  are  hopeful  that  funding  will  be 
possible  in  the  special  programs  section  of  your  bill. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Dr.  Nelson,  for  being  here  today  and  for 
presenting  that  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  your  testi- 
mony. 

Mr.  Price.  We  do  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  have  one  question.  What  does  the  FAA  say 
about  this? 

Mr.  Nelson.  They  certainly  are  very  interested  in  some  of  the 
technology  which  we  are  working  on,  and  we  are  continuing  very 
close  conversations  with  them. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
JACKSONVILLE  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

WITNESS 
MILES  FRANCIS,  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  next  hear  from  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority,  Mr.  Miles  Francis.  Wel- 
come. We  appreciate  your  joining  us  today. 

Mr.  Francis.  Well,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  come.  Mr. 
Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf,  again,  thank  you  for  letting  us  ap- 
pear in  front  of  you  today.  I  think  for  seven  years  I  have  appeared 
in  front  of  this  committee.  For  the  first  time  I  feel  like  I  have  some- 
thing that  is  fairly  intriguing  or  should  be  to  the  committee. 

We  started  a  project  in  Jacksonville  really  back  in  1978.  It  is  a 
people-mover  project,  elevated  people-mover  project.  We  have  con- 
tinued with  it  piece  by  piece,  segment  by  segment  up  until  today 
at  a  point  in  time  when  I  can  say  that  it  is  almost  completed. 

The  thing  that  is  intriguing,  I  think,  the  thing  I  am  excited  about 
is  that  we  have  come  to  you  with  $55  million  of  local  money  that 
we  did  not  have  last  year.  That  results  in  a  49  percent  overmatch 
or  local  match,  something  that  I  realize,  we  realize,  and  have  real- 
ized for  several  years  that  if  we  are  going  to  continue  with  the 
project,  we  would  have  to  do  a  better  commitment  on  a  local  level, 
and  I  am  in  front  of  you  today  to  tell  you  that  that  has  been  done 
between  the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority,  City  of  Jack- 
sonville, and  the  Florida  Department  of  Transportation. 

We  have  put  together  a  package  that  will,  we  think,  come  very 
close  to  finishing  the  project.  However,  there  is,  and  I  think  there 
is  a  map  behind  the  written  testimony  that  shows  a  yellow  seg- 
ment that  will  require,  we  think,  about  $25  million  to  complete  it. 
That  will  be  just  for  the  concrete,  pouring  the  concrete,  and  for  the 
guideway  to  complete  that  2.5-mile  segment. 

Let  me  go  back  a  little  bit  Eind  familiarize  you  with  what  this 
system  is  all  about.  It  is  a  system  that  after  much  study  was  begun 
in  1984  with  a  full  funding  agreement  within  UMTA.  We  built  that 
segment,  opened  it  up  and  operated  it. 

We  built  a  second  segment.  It  is  under  construction  today  that 
goes  north  to  a  junior  college  in  downtown  Jacksonville,  but  the 
key  to  the  system  is  what  we  are  getting  ready  to  build  now,  and 
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that  is  the  river  crossing  segment,  as  you  see,  the  segment  that 
goes  over  the  St.  Johns  River. 

To  make  this  a  viable  transportation  system,  this  segment  has 
to  be  completed.  That  is  the  segment  in  white  on  your  aerial  photo. 
After  10  or  12  years  of  planning  and  funding,  we  feel  like  that  we 
have  a  system  that  with  the  money  that  you  will  supply  us,  hope- 
fully, based  on  our  request,  that  we  will  offer  parking  at  peripheral 
stations  that  we  have. 

We  will  offer  a  better  way  to  move  through  Jacksonville  without 
intersecting  or  interfacing  with  traffic.  Now,  another  side  benefit  to 
this  that  we  are  getting  ready  to  start  up  now,  at  the  end  of  the 
segment  you  see  in  the  red  will  be  bus  transfer  facilities.  That  will 
eliminate  most  of  our  buses  from  going  into  the  heart  of  the  city. 

That  will  be  opened  up,  we  think,  this  fall.  That  is  a  plus  for  the 
bus  system.  It  has  the  effect  of  creating  approximately  20  buses 
into  our  system  by  turning  them  back  away  from  downtown  Jack- 
sonville. One  thing  that  has  been  a  real  unexpected  surprise,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  had  three  passenger  generators  or  facilities 
that  have  been  announced  to  be  built  all  on  the  north  line  segment, 
which  is  the  segment  in  red. 

They  were  not  figured  into  our  financial  plan  because  we  were 
not  aware  of  them  two  years  ago.  One  is  a  Federal  building,  an  $82 
million  Federal  building  that  will  be  built  in  Jacksonville  adjacent 
to  that  guideway,  and  I  am  told  the  reason  that  it  is  located  where 
it  is  going  to  be  located  is  because  the  guideway  will  be  there  and 
public  transportation  will  be  available. 

The  other  passenger  generator,  the  facility  will  be  a  new  court- 
house, city  hall  complex  on  the  other  side  of  the  guideway.  It  is 
now  on  the  river,  very  valuable  real  estate  in  Jacksonville.  It  is 
going  to  be  moved  and  relocated  on  the  guideway. 

The  third  is  a  library,  central  downtown  library  that  will  be  right 
behind  the  new  Federal  building.  So  I  think  what  I  am  saying  is, 
and  what  we  are  seeing  is  a  change  in  dependency  in  our  location, 
locality. 

Our  community  is  going  with,  I  think,  a  renewed  interest  in 
mass  transportation.  We  feel  that  based  on  what  we  have  done  we 
have  come  up  with  a  very  creative  imaginary  system  that  will  be 
a  system  that  we  can  depend  on  for  maybe  90  to  100  years,  far 
ahead  of  cities,  most  cities  the  size  of  Jacksonville  in  the  world. 

Very  close  to  completing  it,  but  we  certainly  appreciate  your  at- 
tention. We  would  like  to  be  able  to — we  are  going  after  the  con- 
tract for  all  the  systems  and  the  vehicles  in  the  next  two  months, 
and  we  would  like  to  have  this  thing  completed  by  the  end  of  1996. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Miles  Francis  follows:] 
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and  Related  Agencies 
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To:      Members  of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
and  Related  Agencies 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  give  this  written  testimony  to  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Transportation.    The  Jacksonville 
Transportation  Authority  (JTA)  is  very  close  to  completing  our  2.5 
mile  Skyway  system  (people  mover)  with  federal  funds  augmented  by 
new  local  funding  commitments  which  will  result  in  a  51%  federal  and 
49%  non-federal  budget. 

Beginning  in  1984,  with  a  Full  Funding  Agreement  for  the  first 
segment,  through  1993,  when  Congress  most  recently  appropriated 
approximately  SIO  million  for  the  project,  we  have  constructed,  by 
segments.  tJiis  elevated,  automated  system.    The  most  recently 
secured  funding,  which  vnU  build  the  system  across  the  St.  Johns 
River,  was  pro\1ded  in  the  amount  of  $17.5  million  by  JTA  internal 
funding  and  $10.1  million  from  the  City  of  Jacksonville.    The  above 
moneys  will  pro\ide  for  the  substantial  completion  of  the  entire  2.5 
mile  system. 

We  are  requesting  the  remaining  amount  of  $25  million  in  Fiscal  Year 
1995  to  provide  the  remaining  Federal  Share  of  this  project  as 
authorized  by  Section  3035  (w)  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  102-240).    This 
request,  if  granted,  will  allow  us  to  fully  complete  the  2.5  mile  system. 
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More  specifically,  it  will  fund  the  remaining  .4  mile  of  civil 
construction  (concrete  only)  including  the  last  station  (duPont).    By 
completing  this  final  segment,  we  will  link  the  southbank  and  the 
northbank  business  districts  giving  access  to  employment  centers  and 
skjrway  parking  facilities  on  either  side  of  the  river.    The  duPont 
station,  which  is  the  terminal  station  on  tliis  segment,  will 
accommodate  a  parking  facility  for  almost  3.000  vehicles  giving  us  a 
total  of  almost  5,000  peripheral  parking  spaces  for  Skyway  patrons  to 
utilize.    This  will  significantly  reduce  the  demand  for  parking  spaces 
in  the  central  business  district  area  and  will  encourage  the  use  of  mass 
transit  rather  than  personal  vehicles  for  internal  trip-making  in  the 
Jacksonville  Central  Business  District.    It  will  also  put  into  place  a 
permanent  piece  of  transportation  infrastructure  that  will  provide 
confidence  for  mobility  capacity  by  both  the  private  and  public  sectors 
as  they  plan  and  design  future  developments  in  the  CBD. 

The  Skjrway  was  planned  and  has  been  built  in  three  segments.   The 
first  segment.  Phase  lA,  has  been  operating  since  1989.    The  second 
segment,  the  north  line,  is  currently  under  construction.    The  last 
segment,  river  crossing,  is  being  designed  and  the  procurement  for  all 
vehicles  and  systems  is  now  out  for  proposals.   The  federal 
government  has  invested  $81,644,911  (51%)  in  this  project  and  there 
has  been  over  $76,700,000  (49%)  in  non- federal  funding,  significantly 
overmatching  the  federal  share. 

While  the  total  economic  short-term  Impact  of  constructing  the 
Automated  Skyway  Express  is  significant  (4.693  new  project-related 
jobs  with  a  payroll  of  $91.3  million,  a  local  economic  impact  of  $274.8 
million,  a  regional  economic  impact  of  $284.3  million  and  a  national 
economic  impact  of  $429.8  million),  the  long-term  economic  and 
mobility  benefits  of  this  system  are  already  becoming  apparent.    Late 
last  year,  it  was  announced  that  a  new  federal  building  ($82  million) 
would  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the  north  line  guideway  (currently 
under  construction)  as  well  as  the  relocation  of  City  Hall  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  north  line  guideway  and  a  new  downtown  central 
library,  one  block  west  of  the  north  line  guideway.    These  three  new 
passenger  generators  were  not  figured  in  our  original  ridership 
projection  and  will  greatly  benefit  the  operation  of  our  Skyway  system. 
In  fact,  the  reason  for  the  selection  of  the  location  of  the  new  federal 
courthouse  was  that  is  was  adjacent  to  the  new  north  line  guideway. 
This  is  certainly  evidence  that  the  City  of  Jacksonville  is  successfully 
pursuing  land-use  and  development  planning  policies  and  financial 
Investments  to  promote  the  use  of  the  ASE  and  reduce  the  adverse 
economic  and  environmental  impacts  of  dependent  private  vehicle  use 
m  the  CBD. 

An  immediate  benefit  will  be  to  eliminate  the  inefficient  and  lengthy 
bus  travel  on  downtown  streets,  as  the  buses  will  be  turned  back  at  our 
terminal  Skyway  Stations,  thereby,  improving  frequency  of  operation 
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throughout  the  bus  system.  Effectively,  this  will  be  the  same  as 
putting  20  new  buses  into  our  fleet  the  day  the  2.5  mile  Skyway 
becomes  operational. 

The  Skyway  project,  in  its  completed  form  (2.5  miles  of  guideway. 
nine  stations  and  fourteen  vehicles),  will  become  an  integral  part  of 
Jacksonville's  mass  transit  system.    It  will  allow  easy,  convenient  (two- 
minute  headways)  access  into  our  downtown  area.   This  is  particularly 
important  because  of  the  St.  Johns  FUver  bisecting  our  core  city.    By 
utilizing  its  elevated  guideway  structure,  it  will  not  conflict  with  any  of 
the  downtown  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic.    Furthermore.  The 
high  hourly,  bi-directional  capacity  of  the  fully  constructed  2.5  mile 
system  will  improve  measurable  "levels  of  service"  on  existing 
downtown  Jacksonville  streets,  bridges  and  arterioles,  and  will 
provide  the  technological  and  passenger- carrying  capacity  to  meet 
anticipated  trip-making  growth  in  the  Jacksonville  CBD. 

The  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority  and  the  City  of  Jacksonville 
appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  Congress  and  the  Clinton  Administration 
to  provide  funding  for  critically  needed  transportation  improvements 
in  downtown  Jacksonville.    As  the  Committee  is  aware,  the  JTA,  the 
Florida  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  City  of  Jacksonville  are 
taking  advantage  of  the  new  funding  and  project  flexibilities  provided 
by  the  ISTEA  legislation  by  utilizing  Federal  and  local  funding  for  the 
Automated  Skyway  Express  project  as  well  as  for  the  construction  of  a 
replacement  to  the  Fuller  Warren  Bridge.    The  policy  and  funding 
support  and  partnership  that  has  been  offered  to  us  through  the 
support  of  the  provisions  of  ISTEA  by  this  Committee  have  resulted  in 
a  significant  non-Federal  overmatch  for  the  Skyway  project.    We 
believe  that  we  have  crafted  a  significant  and  creative  set  of  solutions 
ij  mobility  problems  in  downtown  Jacksonville,  and  look  forward  to 
this  Committee's  support  to  complete  the  funding  partnership  that  we 
have  forged  to  make  these  transportation  improvement  projects  a 
reality  before  the  close  of  this  decade. 
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FUNDING  HISTORY 

JACKSONVILLE  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

AUTOMATED  SKYWAY  EXPRESS  (ASE) 


Purpose 


Total  -  Phase  1-A 


Federal 
Funds 


$26.804.937 


Non-Federal 
Funds 


Total 
Funds 


$8,142,903         $34.947,840 


Phase  1-B: 

North  Line  Segment 

River  Crossing  Segment 

State/City/JTA  Contributions  (See  Note) 
&  FY  95  Request  For  Federal 
Funds  To  Complete 


$28,810,224  $9,603,408         $38,413,632 

26.029,750  *  3,848,337  29,878,087 

25,000,000  55,141,163**       80,141,163 


Total  -Phase  1-B 


$79,839,974         $68.592,908       $148,432,882 


Total -Phases  1-A  &  1-B 


$106.644.911         $76.735.811       $183.380.722 


•Federal  funds  of  $26,029,750  include  the  following: 

a)  $5,120,000  earmarked  1/92,  but  not  released  by  FTA 

b)  $9,925,000  earmarked  1/93,  but  not  released  by  FTA 

c)  $7,000,000  transferred  from  UMTA  to  FHWA 


•*The  $55,141 ,163  is  made  up  of  a  $27,500,000  contribution  by  the  State  of  Florida 
a  contibution  of  $17,500,000  by  the  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority,  and  a 
contribution  of  $10,141,163  by  the  City  of  Jacksonville. 
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Phase  1-A 

0.7  miles,  $34M 

Operating 

North  Leg  Phase  1-B 

0.6  miles,  $33.4M  (budgeted) 

Under  Construction 

River  Crossing  Leg,  Phase  1-B 

(including  CMSA) 

0.9  miles 

Under  Design 

Main  Street  -  duPont  Station  Leg 

0.3  miles 

Total  $105M 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Francis. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you  for  coming. 

Mr.  Price.  We  do  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Mr.  Francis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Corrine  Brown  follows:] 
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Automated  Skyway  Express- -Jacksonville,  Florida 

Chairman  Carr  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Transportation  in  support  of  federal  funding  for  the  Automated 
Skyway  Express  (ASE)  in  Jacksonville,  Florida.  Joining  me  today, 
is  Miles  N.  Francis,  Jr.,  Executive  Director  of  Jacksonville 
Transportation  Authority  (JTA) . 

The  ASE  was  planned  and  has  been  built  in  three  segments.  The 
first  segment.  Phase  lA,  has  been  operating  since  1989.  The  second 
segment,  the  north  line,  is  currently  under  construction.  The  last 
segment,  river  crossing,  is  being  designed  and  the  procurement  for 
all  vehicles  and  systems  is  now  out  for  proposals.  The  federal 
government  has  invested  $81,644,911  (51%)  in  this  project  and  there 
has  been  over  $76,700,000  (49%)  in  non- federal  funding, 
significantly  overmatching  the  federal  share. 

Today,  I  am  requesting  $25  million  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1995 
Transportation  Appropriations  bill  for  the  Skyway  transit  system 
which  would  provide  the  last  remaining  Federal  Share  of  this 
project  as  authorized  by  ISTEA.  This  request,  if  granted,  will 
allow  us  to  fund  the  remaining  .4  mile  of  the  construction,  and  to 
fully  complete  the  2.5  mile  system. 

By  completing  this  final  segment,  we  will  link  the  southbank 
and  the  northbank  business  districts  giving  access  to  employment 
centers  and  skyway  parking  facilities  on  either  side  of  the  river. 
The  duPont  station,  which  is  the  terminal  station  on  this  segment, 
will  accommodate  a  parking  facility  for  almost  3,000  vehicles 
giving  us  a  total  of  almost  5,000  peripheral  parking  spaces  for 
Skyway  patrons  to  utilize.  This  will  significantly  reduce  the 
demand  for  packing  spaces  in  the  central  business  area  and  will 
encourage  the  use  of  mass  transit  rather  the  personal  vehicles. 
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The  ASE,  in  its  completed  form  (2.5  miles  of  guideway,  nine 
stations  and  fourteen  vehicles)  ,  will  become  an  integral  part  of 
Jacksonville's  mass  transit  system.  It  will  allow  easy,  convenient 
access  into  our  downtown  area.  This  is  particularly  important 
because  of  the  St.  Johns  River  bisecting  our  core  city.  By 
utilizing  its  elevated  guideway  structure,  it  will  not  conflict 
with  any  of  the  downtown  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic. 
Furthermore,  the  system  will  improve  measurable  "levels  of  service" 
on  existing  downtown  Jacksonville  streets,  bridges  and  arterioles, 
and  will  provide  the  technological  and  passenger- carrying  capacity 
to  meet  anticipated  trip-making  growth  in  the  Jacksonville  Central 
Business  District. 

The  Florida  Department  of  Transportation,  City  of 
Jacksonville,  and  Jacksonville  Transportation  Authority  are 
committed  to  the  ASE.  They  are  working  with  the  new  funding  and 
project  flexibilities  provided  by  the  ISTEA  legislation  to  utilize 
Federal  and  local  funding  for  the  ASE.  As  a  result,  there  is  a 
significant  non- Federal  overmatch  for  the  Skyway  project.  We  are 
asking  the  Federal  government  to  keep  the  financial  commitment 
authorized  in  ISTEA  for  the  ASE. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  $25  million 
in  federal  funds  to  complete  the  federal  share  of  Jacksonville's 
Skyway  transit  system. 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICAN  RAILROADS  (AAR) 

WITNESSES 

EDWIN  L.  HARPER,  PRESIDENT,  ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICAN  RAIL- 
ROADS, AAR 
ROY  ALLEN,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  RESEARCH  AND  TEST,  AAR 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  turn  to  Mr.  Edwin  Harper,  the  President 
and  CEO  of  the  Association  of  American  Railroads. 

Let  me  reiterate  what  I  said  at  the  beginning  of  the  hearing.  We 
would  be  happy  to  print  the  full  text  of  your  statement  in  the 
record.  We  appreciate  your  limiting  your  oral  statement  to  five 
minutes  since  we  do  have  some  time  constraints,  but  we  are  glad 
to  have  you  here  and  we  appreciate  your  coming. 

Mr.  Harper.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of 
the  committee,  we  are  delighted  to  have  the  opportunity  to  address 
you  this  afternoon.  And  I  will  make  very  brief  remarks  and  submit 
my  full  statement  for  the  record. 

My  name  is  Edwin  L.  Harper  and  I  am  President  of  the  Associa- 
tion of  American  Railroads,  the  AAR.  It  is  an  association  of  about 
30  railroads  which  represent  91  percent  of  the  rail  fright  revenues 
in  the  United  States. 

With  me  is  Roy  Allen,  the  AAR's  Vice  President  for  Research  and 
Test,  and  we  do  indeed  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our 
views  on  FRA's  fiscal  year  1995  R&D  budget.  With  one  exception, 
the  AAR  supports  FRA's  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  R&D  budget. 

The  proposed  budget  continues  support  for  several  cooperative 
and/or  coordinated  efforts  with  the  industry  that  are  of  great  im- 
portance to  both  public  and  private  sector  objectives.  Government 
and  industry  can  build  on  this  budget  in  R&D  planning  and  set  the 
groundwork  for  greater  benefits  from  government-industry  coopera- 
tion in  R&D  in  the  future. 

Unfortunately,  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  does  not  include  ade- 
quate funding  for  facility  investment  at  the  Transportation  Test 
Center.  The  AAR's  suggests  that  the  budget  be  increased  by 
$300,000  to  bring  Federal  funding  to  agreed-upon  contractual  lev- 
els for  the  site. 

First,  a  word  of  background. 

The  AAR  operates  the  test  center  under  contract  to  FRA  and  has 
done  so  since  1982.  The  AAR's  operation  of  the  test  center  requires 
FRA  activity  at  the  site  of  about  $5.3  million  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
AAR's  understanding  of  FRA's  proposal  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  that 
this  target  will  be  met,  but  barely.  Therefore,  the  AAR  urges  the 
subcommittee  and  the  Congress  not  to  reduce  the  FRA's  proposed 
budget. 

Cooperative  R&D  between  the  railroad  industry  and  the  govern- 
ment can  yield  progress  towards  important  public  policy  objectives 
in  economic  growth,  international  competitiveness,  the  environ- 
ment, energy  efficiency  and  safety.  Let  me  provide  the  subcommit- 
tee with  two  relevant  examples  of  why  this  research  is  a  good  pub- 
lic policy  investment: 

First,  is  the  cooperative  efforts  between  FRA  and  AAR  in  the  de- 
velopment of  the  gage-restraint  measurement  system.  This  sys- 
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tern's  development  arose  out  of  FRA's  R&D  budget  and  it  tests  the 
ability  of  the  rail  restraint  system  to  withstand  lateral  forces  push- 
ing against  the  rails.  Independent  work  done  by  the  AAR  and  coop- 
erative activity  with  FRA  and  individual  railroads  with  the  AAR's 
equipment  helped  to  demonstrate  that  this  type  of  rail  restraint 
measurement  system  improves  track  safety  by  a  mechanical  track 
inspection  system,  which  is  far  superior  to  visual  inspection. 

Today,  one  railroad  is  operating  a  gage-restraint  measurement 
system  under  partial  waiver  from  some  track  standards  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  performance  standards  can  replace  more  de- 
tailed safety  regulations.  Not  only  will  the  application  of  this  type 
of  technology  improve  rail  safety,  it  will  set  the  stage  for  more  effi- 
cient performance-based  regulations  in  the  future,  which  will,  in 
turn,  promote  technological  innovation. 

Second,  the  joint  FRA-AAR  research  into  heavy  axle  loading  at 
the  test  center  has  already  produced  results.  Most  railroads  are  al- 
ready implementing  heavier  axle  loadings  without  compromising 
safety  of  operations  as  a  benefit  of  this  research.  These  heavier 
cars  allow  more  payload  to  be  carried  and  thus  are  helping  to  con- 
tinue the  productivity  gains  that  railroads  have  achieved  in  recent 
years. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  test  center 
is  over  20  years  old.  The  test  center  has  become  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  the  process  of  railroad  innovation  and  technological 
change.  It  provides  government  and  industry  with  a  controlled  en- 
vironment and  state-of-the-art  equipment  and  facilities  which  can 
be  used  for  research,  development  testing,  and  protot3T)e  testing 
and  evaluation.  But  investment  needs  to  be  made  to  ensure  that 
the  test  center  can  continue  to  maintain  world-class,  state-of-the- 
art  facilities. 

A  key  element  of  the  current  contract  between  the  FRA  and  the 
AAR  was  a  long-term  plan  for  site  renovation  and  modernization. 
The  plan  called  for  FRA  investment  at  a  level  of  $500,000,  in  1993 
dollars,  a  year. 

We  understand,  however,  that  FRA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  only 
proposes  $200,000  for  the  test  center's  facilities.  This  level  of  fund- 
ing would  force  the  AAR  to  delay  planned  work  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
including  important  rebuilding  of  government-owned  locomotives. 
The  facilities  budget  should  be  increased  by  $300,000  to  bring  the 
investment  level  to  the  $500,000  level. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Edwin  Harper  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  EDWIN  L.  HARPER 

PRESIDENT,  ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICAN  RAILROADS 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

OF  THE 
HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

ON 

FRA'S  PROPOSED  FY  1995  R&D  BUDGET 

APRIL  25,  1994 


My  name  is  Edwin  L.  Harper.  I  am  President  of  the  Association  of  American 
Railroads  (AAR).  The  AAR  is  a  trade  association  whose  members  account  for  91 
percent  of  the  freight  revenues  of  all  railroads  in  the  United  States.  With  me  is  Roy  A. 
Allen,  the  Association's  Vice-President  for  Research  &  Test.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  American  railroad  industry  on  FRA's  1995  R&D 
budget. 

RECOMMENDATION 

With  one  exception,  AAR  supports  FRA's  proposed  FY  1995  R&D  budget.  The 
proposed  budget  continues  support  for  several  cooperative,  and/or  coordinated  efforts 
with  industry  that  are  of  great  importance  to  both  public  and  private  sector  objectives. 
The  budget  is  consistent  with  the  general  themes  developed  at  an  AAR-FRA 
sponsored  Transportation  Research  Board  (TRB)  conference  on  railroad  research 
needs.  Government  and  industry  can  build  on  this  budget  in  R&D  planning  and  set  the 
groundwork  for  greater  benefits  from  government/industry  cooperation  in  R&D  in  the 
future. 

Unfortunately,  however,  it  is  AAR's  understanding  that  the  budget  does  not 
include  adequate  funding  for  facility  investment  at  TTC.  AAR  suggests  that  the  budget 
be  increased  by  $300,000  to  bring  Federal  funding  to  planned  levels  for  the  site. 
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SUMMARY 


In  prior  testimony  before  this  Committee  on  FRA's  R&D  budgets,  I  have 
emphasized  three  general  themes: 

•  There  is  a  strong  public  interest  in  R&D  to  improve  railroad  systems,  and 
in  government/industry  cooperative  R&D  programs. 

•  The  Transportation  Test  Center  (TTC)  in  Pueblo,  Colorado  is  a  central 
element  of  effective  railroad  R&D. 

•  The  viability  of  TTC  requires  that  the  government  conduct  an  adequate 
level  of  R&D  at  TTC  and  invest  in  the  site  to  maintain  its  status  as  a 
v/orld-class  facility. 

Fortunately,  largely  because  of  the  efforts  and  interest  of  this  Committee,  there 
has  been  considerable  progress  in  recent  years  in  each  of  these  areas,  and  the  FRA 
budget  proposal  for  FY  1995  is,  in  general,  consistent  with  the  themes. 

The  budget  represents  greater  recognition  of  the  importance  of  research  into 
railroad  system. 

Despite  the  public  interest  in  strong  railroad  freight  and  passenger  systems, 
FRA's  budget  for  R&D  related  to  those  systems  has  declined  significantly  from  peak 
levels  reached  in  the  early  I980's.  In  recent  years,  however,  that  decline  has  begun  to 
reverse  and  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  FRA  proposes  some  increase  in  railroad  R&D  in 
its  1 995  budget. 

FRA  funding  at  TTC  has  increased. 

FRA  activity  at  TTC  appears  to  be  increasing  sufficiently  to  meet  the  minimum 
levels  necessary  for  viable  AAR  operation  of  the  site,  thanks  in  large  part  to  actions 
taken  by  this  Committee  in  prior  year  budgets.    AAR  operation  of  TTC  requires  FRA 
activity  at  the  site  of  about  $5.0  million  in  1993  dollars,  or  $5.3  million  in  the  FY  1995 
budget.  AAR's  understanding  of  FRA's  proposal  for  FY  1995  is  that  this  target  will  be 
met  -  but  barely.  AAR  urges  Congress  not  to  reduce  FRA's  proposed  budget. 

However  the  FRA  budget  falls  short  of  facility  investment  requirements. 

While  the  general  level  of  FRA  activity  at  TTC  appears  to  be  adequate,  we 
understand  that  FRA  proposes  only  $200,000  for  investment  in  TTC  facilities.  A  long 
term  renovation  and  restoration  plan  for  the  site  calls  for  a  minimum  of  $500,000  per 
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year  in  government  funding.  This  level  is  targeted  in  the  AAR's  contract  for  operating 
TTC,  and  FRA  acknowledges  this  as  a  target  level.  However,  FRA  has  consistently 
proposed  facility  funding  less  than  this  target  level,  and  Congress  has  acted  to  correct 
the  problem. 

There  is  always  a  temptation  to  reduce  the  level  of  facility  funding  given  tight 
budgets  and  the  pressure  of  other  research  needs.  However,  TTC  is  so  important  to 
the  effective  conduct  of  railroad  R&D  that  a  high  priority  should  attach  to  maintaining 
the  facility's  world-class  status.    Therefore,  AAR  recommends  Congress  again 
maintain  this  minimum  level  of  facility  funding  at  TTC  by  adding  $300,000  to  FRA's 
budget  for  that  purpose. 

THE  PUBLIC  INTEREST  IN  GOVERNMENT/INDUSTRY  COOPERATIVE  R&D 

In  past  testimony,  I  have  emphasized  the  importance  of  rail  freight  and 
passenger  transportation  to  achieving  public  policy  objectives  in  economic  growth  and 
competitiveness,  the  environment,  energy  and  safety.  And  I  have  stressed  the 
international  significant  opportunities  for  technological  change  and  innovation  in  the 
railroad  industry  that  promise  significant  public  benefit.  A  coordinated 
government/industry  effort  to  achieve  the  potential  benefits  of  R&D  in  rail  transportation 
is  an  important  goal. 

FRA's  R&D  budget  is  at  considerably  lower  levels  than  it  has  been  in  the  past, 
and  private  sector  railroad  R&D  is  now  much  larger  than  the  public  sector. 
Nonetheless,  FRA's  R&D  program  is  still  substantial  and  of  significant  impact  on  the 
industry.    It  is  in  the  government's  interest  and  AAR's  interest  to  make  sure  that  private 
and  public  R&D  efforts  are  coordinated  and  conducted  cooperatively  wherever 
possible.  Coordinated  R&D  programs  are  essential  because  R&D  dollars  are  too 
scarce  to  permit  unnecessary  duplication  of  effort.  Coordinated  activities  will  result  in 
more  timely  output  and  the  implementation  of  research  results  will  be  much  more 
effective  if  there  has  been  government/industry  involvement  in  the  R&D  process. 

AAR  has,  in  fact,  worked  very  well  with  FRA  over  the  years.  FRA  has 
maintained  its  independent  activities  where  regulatory  responsibilities  dictate.  And 
some  private  sector  R&D  is  not  appropriate  for  cooperative  effort.  But  where  there  are 
joint  objectives  and  concerns,  cooperation  has  been  excellent. 

Let  me  give  you  two  examples  of  how  a  coordinated,  systems  approach  acts  to 
the  benefit  of  the  public  and  to  industry. 

One  is  FRA's  investment  over  the  years  in  developing  the  gage  restraint 
measurement  system  (GRMS).  FRA's  R&D  led  to  the  development  of  the  system,  with 
industry  cooperation  and  involvement.  The  system,  which  is  fitted  to  an  otherwise 
conventional  freight  vehicle,  applies  known  forces  to  the  rails  and  measures  the  ability 
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of  the  rail  restraint  system  to  withstand  these  forces.  Independent  work  by  AAR  and 
cooperative  activity  with  FRA  and  individual  roads  with  the  AAR's  Track  Loading 
Vehicle  helped  to  demonstrate  that  this  type  of  rail  restraint  measurement  system 
applies  sound  engineering  criteria  to  the  inspection  of  track  condition  and  offers 
significant  improvement  over  visual  track  inspection.  Now,  one  railroad  is  operating 
GRMS  under  partial  waiver  from  some  track  standards  to  determine  whether 
performance  standards  can  replace  more  detailed  safety  regulation,  and  another 
railroad  is  developing  a  vehicle  using  GRMS-type  technology  for  its  own  use.  Not  only 
will  the  application  of  this  type  of  technology  improve  rail  safety,  it  will  set  the  stage  for 
more  efficient,  performance  based  regulations  in  the  future.  FRA  has  gained  industry 
acceptance  because  of  the  cooperative,  coordinated  approach  used. 

Another  example  is  cooperative  research  into  the  effects  of  heavy  axle  loads. 
FRA's  budget  and  project  goals  have  allowed  it  to  jointly  sponsor  with  the  AAR  the 
heavy  axle  load  program  at  TTC.  Railroads  and  supply  companies  are  also  heavily 
involved  through  donation  of  equipment,  matehal  and  expertise.  The  research  is  aimed 
at  determining  the  safety  and  economic  consequences  of  increasing  rail  vehicle  loaded 
weights.  The  currently  accepted  standard  is  263,000  pounds  Gross  Rail  Load  (GRL) 
for  a  conventional  bulk-commodity  car.    The  results  of  the  research  are  now  beginning 
to  be  implemented  with  most  railroads  gradually  introducing  heavier  cars  without 
compromising  safety  of  operations.  These  heavier  cars  allow  more  payload  to  be 
carried  and  thus  are  helping  to  continue  the  productivity  gains  that  railroads  have 
achieved  in  recent  years,  contributing  to  the  international  competitiveness  of  American 
industry.  Further  cooperative  research  is  aimed  at  determining  the  feasibility  of  even 
heavier  cars,  up  to  315,000  pounds  GRL  operating  with  improved  suspension  systems. 

For  two  reasons  I  am  optimistic  that  we  can  take  further  advantage  of  the 
potential  for  cooperative,  coordinated  industry/government  approaches  to  innovation 
and  technological  change  in  railroading. 

First,  the  Clinton  Administration's  general  technology  policy  and  Secretary 
Pena's  application  of  it  to  transportation  offer  considerable  potential.  The 
Administration  recognizes  the  important  role  government  can  play  in  promoting  new 
technology  and  the  importance  of  doing  so  in  cooperation  with  industry.  AAR  is  already 
exploring  (with  FRA's  help)  possible  railroad  technology  initiatives  with  DOD,  DOE,  the 
national  labs,  and  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Second,  AAR  co-sponsored  with  FRA  a  Transportation  Research  Board 
conference  on  rail  freight  research  needs  last  year.  The  TRB  process  involved 
railroad,  railroad  supplier,  shipper,  university,  labor,  government  and  other  experts  in 
developing  an  agenda  of  important  research  needs  and  opportunities  that  will 
contribute  to  both  public  and  private  agendas  for  the  future.  FRA's  1 995  budget  is 
consistent  with  the  results  of  the  TRB  conference,  and  the  1996  budget  should  reflect 
the  conference  results  even  more.  AAR  is  currently  developing  a  new  five-year  plan  for 
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R&D  for  1995-1999  which  will  use  the  results  of  the  TRB  conference  and  we  will  be 
meeting  with  FRA  in  developing  this  plan.  AAR  anticipates  that  the  Committee  will  see 
increased  evidence  of  coordinated  approaches  to  railroad  R&D  in  both  FRA's  1996 
budget  and  in  our  new  plan. 

GOVERNMENT  ACTIVITY  AT  TTC 

The  Transportation  Test  Center  (TTC)  in  Pueblo,  Colorado  was  built  by  the 
federal  government  in  the  1960's  as  a  facility  for  testing  high  speed  ground 
transportation  options.  Since  then,  TTC  has  become  an  essential  element  of  the 
process  of  railroad  innovation  and  technological  change.  It  provides  government  and 
industry  with  a  controlled  environment  and  state-of-the-art  equipment  and  facilities 
which  can  be  used  for  research,  development  testing  and  prototype  testing  and 
evaluation.  TTC  promotes  innovation  because  new  technology  can  be  tested  and 
demonstrated  without  creating  safety  hazards  or  undue  risk  for  the  railroad  system. 

The  development  of  AC  traction  locomotives  provides  a  good  example  of  how 
TTC  plays  a  role  in  innovation.  No  government  R&D  money  was  involved  in  the 
development  of  AC  traction,  but  the  coordinated,  cooperative  system  developed  over 
the  years  contributed  significantly  to  the  process.  Most  current  railroad  freight 
locomotives  use  DC  traction  motors.  AC  traction  offers,  however,  significant  potential 
advantages  in  adhesion  and  in  the  ability  to  use  additional  horsepower.  Suppliers 
developed  AC  traction  applications  for  use  in  North  American  freight  operation,  and 
developed  prototypes.  Those  prototypes  were  tested  at  TTC  (as  will  other  prototype 
locomotives)  at  private  sector  expense.  The  testing  (which  generated  revenue  for  TTC 
and  helped  reduce  overhead  rates  paid  by  the  government  for  its  work  at  TTC) 
provided  important  data  for  refining  the  initial  design  and  proved  the  effectiveness  of 
the  new  locomotives.  Nearly  every  major  railroad  now  has  plans  to  purchase  AC 
locomotives.  These  new  generation  locomotives  will  improve  rail  freight  efficiency  and 
contribute  to  national  goals  such  as  international  competitiveness,  energy  conservation 
and  reduced  pollution.  Government-industry  cooperation  in  maintaining  the  availability 
of  TTC  was  central  to  generating  this  new  technology  safely,  effectively,  and  in  a  timely 
fashion. 

AAR  has  operated  TTC  under  contract  with  the  FRA  since  1982  with  renewals 
extending  the  contract  through  2002.  AAR  does  not  receive  a  fee  from  the  government 
for  operating  TTC  and  attempts  to  achieve  break-even  levels  -  that  is  revenues  equal  to 
costs.  During  the  AAR's  first  full  year  of  operating  TTC  (1983),  FRA  revenues  were  93 
percent  of  the  $15  million  total  revenue  for  the  site.  Over  the  years,  however,  FRA's 
activity  level  at  TTC  dropped,  to  a  low  of  less  than  15  percent  of  the  site's  $19  million 
total  revenue  in  1992.  In  connection  with  reaching  agreement  on  a  new  contract  with 
FRA  to  operate  TTC  through  2002,  AAR  did  an  extensive  study  of  anticipated  revenue 
requirements  at  TTC.  The  study  showed  that  given  projections  of  other  business  at 
TTC,  $5.0  million  (1993  dollars)  in  FRA  revenues  would  be  needed  for  viable 
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operation.  The  contract  includes  a  strong  statement  of  intent  by  FRA  to  seek  budget 
authority  to  maintain  at  least  that  level  of  activity  at  the  site. 

AAR's  understanding  of  FRA's  proposed  FY  1995  budget  is  that  it  will  allow 
sufficient  activity  at  TTC  to  meet  minimum  required  levels  ($5.3  million,  considering 
inflation)  -  but  will  barely  do  so. 

On  the  whole,  despite  support  from  this  Committee,  it  has  been  difficult  to 
maintain  minimum  FRA  levels  of  activity  at  the  site.  Using  AAR's  calendar  year 
accounting  system,  government  revenues  at  TTC  increased  from  $2.6  million  in  1992  to 
$4.1  million  in  1993  and  will  exceed  the  $5.0  million  target  in  1994. 

Congress  should  encourage  FRA  to  maintain  the  level  of  research  activity  at 
TTC  required  for  long-run  site  viability. 

GOVERNMENT  INVESTMENT  AT  TTC 

TTC  is  now  more  than  20  years  old.  Investments  need  to  be  made  to  ensure 
that  TTC  can  continue  to  maintain  world-class,  state-of-the-art  facilities.  A  key  element 
of  the  plan  AAR  and  FRA  developed  for  the  current  contract  was  a  long  term  plan  for 
site  renovation  and  modernization.  The  plan  called  for  FRA  investment  at  a  level  of 
$500,000  (in  1993  dollars)  a  year  in  order  to  meet  anticipated  requirements  for  activity 
in  the  site.  This  level  is  a  minimum  level  in  that  it  by  no  means  returns  TTC  to  the  full 
range  of  its  original  capabilities.  For  instance,  if  high  speed  (above  125  mph)  testing  at 
the  site  were  anticipated,  additional  facilities  investment  would  be  required. 

With  the  action  of  this  Committee,  this  $500,000  target  for  facilities  funding  was 
met  in  the  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  budgets.  As  a  result,  AAR  has  been  able  to  replace 
the  roofs  on  several  DOT  owned  buildings,  restore  the  solar  heating  system,  upgrade 
the  TTC's  electric  power  system  and  will,  in  1994,  be  able  to  do  other  important 
planned  work  such  as  water  tower  refurbishment,  a  new  locomotive  fueling  station,  and 
track  restoration  on  the  loop  used  to  test  new  railroad  equipment. 

AAR  understands  that  FRA's  1995  budget  proposes,  however,  only  $200,000  for 
TTC  facilities.  This  level  of  funding  would  force  AAR  to  delay  planned  work  in  FY 
1995,  including  important  rebuilding  of  government-owned  locomotives.  The  facilities 
budget  should  be  increased  to  the  $500,000  level. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Harper  for  that  very  helpful  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  one,  which  is  a  little  off  of  your  testimony.  But  we  are 
looking  at  the  possibility  of  putting  in  some  legislation  with  regard 
to  Amtrak,  which  set  up  a  BRAC-type  Commission,  Base  Closing 
Commission,  to  look  at  Amtrak  to  see  what,  if  any,  stops  should  be 
eliminated. 

Do  you  have  any  thoughts  about  that.  Are  you  familiar  with  Tom 
Downs'  testimony  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  Harper.  Just  in  general  terms,  yes. 

I  believe  that  Amtrak  is  a  national  asset.  Certainly  as  we  look 
around  the  world,  most  every  other  nation  does  have  a  rail  pas- 
senger system,  and  without  exception,  those  rail  passenger  systems 
are  supported  by  public  monies.  I  believe  in  almost  every  case,  by 
general  tax  revenues  of  one  kind  or  another,  thus,  it  is  not  inappro- 
priate that  in  the  United  States  we  support  Amtrak  through  public 
funds.  The  freight  railroads,  of  course,  are  a  different  matter,  being 
private  companies. 

With  respect  to  the  establishment  of  a  Base  Closing-type  Com- 
mission, I  have  not  personally  examined  that,  nor  has  our  Associa- 
tion, which  includes,  as  a  member,  Amtrak,  taking  a  position  on 
that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  do  you  think  about  the  idea,  though,  person- 
ally? If  you  would  rather  not  answer,  I  understand.  I  was  trying 
to  get  your  personal  comments. 

I  support  Amtrak,  too.  And  the  committee  has  been  relatively 
generous,  I  think  we  have  given  Amtrak  a  very  difficult  job  to  do 
without  the  funding,  and  when  you  look  at  the  lack  of  capital  in- 
vestment, something  has  to  give.  And  I  thought  there  have  been 
certain  services  legislated  by  Congress  in  certain  areas,  and  it  is 
not  a  very  good  way  to  run  a  railroad,  and  I  thought  this  may  be 
a  good  way  of  cutting  back,  mildly,  if  you  will,  but  in  a  way  putting 
the  necessary  capital  whereby  Amtrak  can  be  a  good  national  rail- 
road. But  if  you  do  not  have  a  position  on  it 

Mr.  Harper.  We  have  no  official  position  on  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  could  ask  you  what  do  you  think  personally,  but  I 
will  not  do  that. 

Mr.  Harper.  That  is  very  kind  of  you.  I  think  you  stated  the 
problem  very  well. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

No  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

We  will  now  call  Commissioner  John  Egan  of  the  New  York  State 
Department  of  Transportation,  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  Coalition 
of  Northeastern  Governors. 

Mr.  Egan  is  not  here. 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
RAILWAY  PROGRESS  INSTITUTE 

WITNESS 

LARRY  E.   SALCI,   PRESIDENT,  MORRISON  KNUDSEN  RAIL  TRANSIT 
GROUP 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  turn  to  the  Railroad  Progress  Institute  and 
hear  from  Larry  Salci,  President  of  the  Morrison  Knudsen  Rail 
Transit  Group. 

Mr.  Salci.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf, 
Members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  Larry  Salci,  President  of  the 
Morrison  Knudsen  Rail  Transit  Group.  I  am  a  Chairman  of  the 
Railway  Progress  Institute  on  Passenger  Transportation.  The  Rail- 
way Progress  Institute  is  the  international  trade  association  of  sup- 
pliers to  the  freight  railroads,  Amtrak,  and  the  Nation's  commuter 
and  rail  transit  systems. 

I  have  testified  before  this  subcommittee  in  the  past,  and  again 
I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to  discuss 
the  rail  transportation  needs  of  our  country. 

First,  I  express  to  you  the  appreciation  of  our  association's  mem- 
bers and  staff  for  the  courteous  attention  we  have  always  received 
at  this  subcommittee's  hearings.  We  deeply  appreciate  the  biparti- 
san support  you  have  given  to  virtually  every  funding  initiative 
that  we  have  proposed. 

Year  after  year,  you  have  supported  rail  passenger  transpor- 
tation and  we  look  forward  to  continuing  a  good  working  relation- 
ship. Your  continued  recognition  of  the  importance  of  freight  R&D 
and  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado,  is  gratify- 
ing to  RPI  as  well. 

As  we  have  testified  in  the  past,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very 
much  in  favor  of  a  balanced,  intermodal  transportation  system 
throughout  the  country.  The  railway  supply  industry  is  fully  en- 
dorsing the  resurgence  of  passenger  and  commuter  rail. 

We  look  forward  to  building  on  the  great  strides  that  are  being 
made  in  this  mode  of  transportation.  This  renewal  affects  a  huge 
domestic  railway  supply  industry  that  provides  signal  systems, 
right-of-way  improvements,  component  parts  as  well  as  passenger 
cars  and  locomotives. 

For  the  past  two  years,  PRI  has  appeared  before  this  subcommit- 
tee and  asked  for  continued  funding  of  the  Transportation  Test 
Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado.  Through  the  years,  the  railway  supply 
industry  has  utilized  the  test  center  to  test  new  products  before 
they  are  introduced  to  our  Nation's  freight  railroads  and  commuter 
rail  and  rapid  transit. 

Especially  beneficial  has  been  the  FAST  Loop — that  is,  Facility 
for  Accelerated  Service  Testing,  which  has  allowed  the  railway  sup- 
ply industry  to  evaluate  all  types  of  rail,  rail  fasteners,  switches 
and  turnouts,  crossties,  ballast  and  subgrade  materials,  as  well  as 
passenger  rolling  stock  before  they  are  placed  into  service.  This  al- 
lows us  to  find  and  fix  any  flaws  that  may  arise  prior  to  the  prod- 
uct being  placed  in  revenue  service.  Last  year,  the  railway  supply 
community  contracted  for  $4.7  million  in  operations,  services  and 
tests  performed  at  TTC. 
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Once  again,  PRI  comes  to  the  subcommittee  and  suggests  that 
this  national  resource  be  maintained.  RPI  asks  that  the  sub- 
committee fund  the  FRA  Research  and  Development  portion  of  the 
TTC  at  $5.3  million  which  will  allow  for  the  continued  operations 
and  renovation  and  restoration  of  this  very  important  facility. 

We  urge  Congress  to  once  again  maintain  a  core  level  of  depend- 
able and  predictable  support  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion so  that  long-range  planning  and  development  will  be  possible. 
We  support  full  funding  of  the  transit  program  authorized  in  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act,  otherwise  known 
as  ISTEA. 

The  transit  industry  needs  full  funding  of  capital  and  operating 
programs  to  carry  out  nationwide  investments  that  will  stimulate 
job  creation,  sustain  prosperity,  enhance  mobility,  improve  produc- 
tivity and  meet  national  environmental,  energy  and  accessibility 
goals.  We  support  equitable  funding  of  all  transit  programs  so  our 
Nation  can  receive  the  full  benefits  from  the  carefully  designed 
ISTEA  transit  program. 

With  the  renewal  of  interest  in  intercity  passenger  rail  and  with 
Amtrak  as  an  integral  part  of  the  transportation  infrastructure,  we 
urge  Congress  to  fund  Amtrak  at  the  level  they  requested  so  they 
can  operate  competitively.  Amtrak  is  requesting  $430  million  in 
Federal  operating  support,  $337  million  for  capital  programs  as 
well  as  $270  million  for  the  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Pro- 
gram for  fiscal  year  1995. 

As  President  Downs  has  stated  in  his  testimony  during  the  ap- 
propriation hearings,  Amtrak  is  in  a  very  difficult  economic  situa- 
tion. With  the  ongoing  pressure  to  reduce  operating  costs,  Amitrak 
has  been  forced  in  the  past  to  capitalize  some  of  its  maintenance 
work  from  the  operating  to  the  capital  budget.  While  this  step  has 
enabled  the  railroad  to  survive  in  the  short  term,  financial  difficul- 
ties do  not  disappear,  but  become  the  baseline  for  the  next  year's 
tight  budget. 

In  regards  to  capital  investment,  Amtrak's  equipment  and  facili- 
ties are  depreciating  rapidly.  The  Heritage  fleet  cars  and  their 
Beech  Grove  facility  need  a  major  overhaul. 

While  the  administration's  budget  for  Amtrak  does  represent  a 
significant  change  from  budgets  of  the  last  decade,  Amtrak's  re- 
quest must  be  met  for  Amtrak  to  survive  as  the  national  rail  pas- 
senger system  and  play  a  major  role  as  we  all  desire,  with  the 
other  modes  of  transportation.  "Buy  America"  is  an  ongoing  con- 
cern to  our  industry.  We  have  spoken  of  it  many  times  before  the 
congressional  committees  and  are  encouraged  about  the  prospects 
for  enforcement  of  "Buy  America"  in  future  transit  equipment  proc- 
esses. As  we  have  testified  before,  we  would  like  Amtrak  to  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  "Buy  America"  regulations  that  are  imposed  on 
procurements  funded  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

This  will  provide  consistence  and  the  FTA  language  covers,  by 
far,  the  greatest  amount  of  federally  supported  procurements  in 
this  sector.  They  are  comprehensive  with  pre-award  and  post-deliv- 
ery audits  and  requires  60  percent  of  all  components  to  be  of  do- 
mestic content.  We  believe  this  is  most  important,  they  are  under- 
stood and  utilized  by  the  U.S.  and  foreign  rail  supplies  who  com- 
pete in  the  U.S.  markets. 
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Accidents  at  highway  rail  grade  crossings  continue  to  be  the 
leading  cause  of  fatalities  within  the  railroad  industry.  Last  year 
4,827  accidents  resulted  in  614  fatalities  and  1,792  injuries  at 
these  dangerous  intersections. 

Full  funding  and  proper  use  of  Federal  highway  Section  130 
monies  continue  to  be  a  high  priority  for  RPI.  This  program  fi- 
nances improvements  at  highway-rail  grade  crossings,  including  in- 
stallation of  active  warning  devices. 

Operation  Lifesaver,  a  nationwide  volunteer  organization,  dedi- 
cated to  educating  drivers  and  others  to  the  dangers  of  these  cross- 
ings, continues  to  play  an  important  role  in  the  grade  crossing  safe- 
ty equation.  For  the  national  organization,  Operation  Lifesaver, 
Inc.,  and  49  affiliated  State  organizations,  OL  is  uniquely  posi- 
tioned to  deliver  the  grade  crossing  safety  message  to  our  Nation's 
drivers. 

RPI  endorses  the  administration's  request  to  increase  the  federal 
administration's  contribution  to  Operation  Lifesaver  by  $50,000  to 
$150,000  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Because  of  the  progression  of  high-speed  rail  development  in  the 
U.S.,  it  is  pertinent  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  issue 
operational  safety  regulations  to  further  develop  high-speed  rail  in 
the  United  States. 

We  realize  the  rulemaking  process  is  an  arduous  task  where 
rules  are  necessary  to  allow  manufacturers  to  minimize  develop- 
ment costs  which  include  engineering,  special  tools,  jigs,  fixtures 
and  testing,  and  to  optimize  long-term  maintenance  and  repair 
costs  of  high-speed  rail  transit  and  equipment.  If  the  regulations 
only  call  for  minimal  change  in  improving  technology,  this  will  re- 
sult in  lower  capital  cost  and  greater  reliability  which  are  of  great 
benefit  to  the  project  developer,  the  regulator,  and  the  high-speed 
rail  industry. 

Because  of  the  change  in  administration,  a  leeway  had  been 
given  FRA  with  the  rulemaking  process.  However,  at  this  time, 
FRA  has  yet  to  promulgate  high-speed  regulations  and  it  is  impera- 
tive to  this  industry  they  do  so  as  quickly  as  possible. 

This  concludes  my  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity.  And  I,  of  course,  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Larry  Salci  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I 
am  Larry  E.  Salci,  President  of  Morrison  Knudsen  Rail  Transit 
Group . 

I  am  the  Chairman  of  the  Railway  Progress  Institute  Committee 
on  Passenger  Transportation.  The  Railway  Progress  Institute  is  the 
international  trade  association  of  suppliers  to  the  freight 
railroads,  Amtrak,  and  the  nation's  commuter  and  rail  transit 
systems . 

I  have  testified  before  this  Subcommittee  in  the  past,  and 
again  I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
discuss  the  rail  transportation  needs  of  our  country. 

First,  I  express  to  you  the  appreciation  of  our  association's 
members  and  staff  for  the  courteous  attention  we  have  always 
received  at  this  Subcommittee's  hearing.  We  deeply  appreciate  the 
bipartisan  support  you  have  given  to  virtually  every  funding 
initiative  that  we  have  proposed.  Year  after  year,  you  have 
supported  rail  passenger  transportation  and  we  look  forv;-d  to 
continuing  a  good  working  relationship.  Your  continued  recognition 
of  the  importance  of  freight  R&D  and  the  Transportation  Test  Center 
is  gratifying  to  RPI  as  well. 

As  we  have  testified  in  the  past,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very 
much  in  favor  of  a  balanced,  intermodal  transportation  system 
throughout  the  country.  The  railway  supply  industry  is  fully 
endorsing  the  resurgence  of  passenger  and  commuter  rail.  We  look 
forward  to  building  on  the  great  strides  that  are  being  made  in 
this  mode  of  transportation.  This  renewal  affects  a  huge  domestic 
railway  supply  industry  that  provides  signal  systems,  right-of-way 
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improvements,  component  parts  as  well  as  passenger  cars  and 
locomotives. 

TRANSPORTATION  TEST  CENTER 

For  the  past  two  years,  RPI  has  appeared  before  this  Subcom- 
mittee and  asked  for  continued  funding  of  the  Transportation  Test 
Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado.  Through  the  years,  the  railway  supply 
industry  has  utilized  the  Test  Center  to  test  new  products  before 
they  are  introduced  to  our  nation's  railroads  and  rail  rapid 
systems . 

Especially  beneficial  has  been  the  FAST  Loop  -  Facility  for 
Accelerated  Service  Testing  -  which  has  allowed  the  railway  supply 
industry  to  evaluate  all  types  of  rail,  rail  fasteners,  switches 
and  turnouts,  crossties,  ballast  and  subgrade  materials,  as  well  as 
rolling  stock  before  they  are  placed  into  service.  This  allows  us 
to  find  and  fix  any  flaws  rhat  may  arise  prior  to  the  product  being 
placed  in  revenue  service.  Last  year  the  railway  supply  community 
contracted  for  $5.3  million  in  operations,  services  and  tests 
performed  at  TTC. 

Once  again,  RPI  comes  to  the  Subcommittee  and  suggests  that 
this  national  treasure  be  maintained.  RPI  asks  that  the  Subcommit- 
tee fund  the  FRA  Research  and  Development  portion  of  the  TTC  at 
$5.3  million  which  will  allow  for  continued  renovation  and 
restoration  of  this  very  important  facility. 
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FUNDING  FOP.  MASS  TRANSIT 
We  urge  Congress  to  once  again  maintain  a  core  level  of 
dependable  and  predictable  support  for  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  so  that  long  range  planning  and  development  will  be 
possible.  We  support  full  funding  of  the  transit  program  autho- 
rized in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act, 
otherwise  known  as  ISTEA.  The  transit  industry  needs  full  funding 
of  capital  and  operating  programs  to  carry  out  nationwide  invest- 
ments that  will  stimulate  job  creating,  sustain  prosperity,  enhance 
mobility,  improve  productivity  and  meet  national  environmental, 
energy  and  accessibility  goals.  We  support  equitable  funding  of 
all  transit  programs  so  our  nation  can  receive  the  full  benefits 
for  the  carefully  designed  ISTEA  transit  program. 

AMTRAK 

With  the  renewal  of  interest  in  passenger  rail  and  with  Amtrak 
as  an  integral  part  of  the  transportation  infrastructure,  we  urge 
Congress  to  fund  Amtrak  at  the  level  they  requested  so  they  can 
operate  competitively.  Amtrak  is  requesting  $430  million  in 
federal  operating  support,  $337  million  for  capital  programs  as 
well  as  $270  million  for  the  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Program 
for  FY  1995. 

As  Mr.  Downs  has  stated  in  his  testimony  during  the  appropria- 
tion hearings,  Amtrak  is  in  a  very  difficult  situation.  With  the 
ongoing  pressure  to  reduce  operating  costs,  Amtrak  has  been  forced 
to  capitalize  some  of  its  maintenance  work  from  the  operating  to 
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the  capital  budget.  While  this  step  has  enabled  the  railroad  to 
survive,  the  short  term  financial  difficulties  do  not  disappear, 
but  become  the  baseline  for  the  next  year's  tight  budget. 

In  regards  to  capital  investment,  Amtrak's  equipment  and 
facilities  are  depreciating  rapidly  with  the  aging  Heritage  fleet 
cars  and  their  Beecn  Grove  facility  needing  a  major  overhaul. 

While  the  Administration's  budget  for  Amtrak  does  represent  a 
significant  change  from  the  budgets  of  the  last  decade,  Amtrak's 
request  must  be  met  to  survive  as  the  national  rail  passenger 
system  and  play  a  major  role  with  the  other  modes  of  transporta- 
tion. 

B0T  AMERICA 

Buy  America  is  an  ongoing  concern  to  our  industry.  We  have 
spoken  of  it  many  times  before  Congressional  committees  and  are 
encouraged  about  the  prospects  for  enforcement  of  Buy  America  in 
future  transit  equipment  process.  As  we  have  testified  before,  we 
would  like  Amtrak  to  be  subject  to  the  same  Buy  America  regulations 
that  are  imposed  on  procurements  funded  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration.  This  will  provide  consistency  and  the  FTA  language 
covers,  by  far,  the  greatest  amount  of  federally-supported 
procurements  in  this  sector.  They  are  comprehensive  with  pre-award 
and  post-delivery  audits  and  requires  60  percent  of  all  components 
to  be  of  domestic  content,  and  most  importantly,  they  are  under- 
stood and  utilized  by  the  U.S.  and  foreign  rail  suppliers. 
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OPERATION  LIFESAVER 

Accidents  at  highway-rail  grade  crossings  continues  to  be  the 
leading  cause  of  fatalities  within  the  railroad  industry.  Last 
year  4,827  accidents  resulted  in  614  fatalities  and  1,792  injuries 
at  these  dangerous  intersections. 

Full  funding  and  proper  use  of  FHWA  Section  130  monies 
continue  to  be  a  priority  for  RPI .  This  program  finances  improve- 
ments at  highway-rail  grade  crossings  including  installation  of 
active  warning  devices. 

Operation  Lifesaver,  a  nationwide  volunteer  organization 
dedicated  to  educating  drivers  and  others  to  the  dangers  at  these 
crossings,  continues  to  play  an  important  role  in  the  grade 
crossing  safety  equation.  With  a  national  Organization  (Operation 
Lifesaver,  Inc.)  and  49  affiliated  state  organizations,  OL  is 
uniquely  positioned  to  deliver  the  grade  crossing  safety  message  to 
our  nation's  drivers.  RPI  endorses  the  Administration's  request  to 
increase  ".^e  Federal  Administration's  contribution  to  Operation 
Lifesaver,  Inc.  by  $50,000  to  S150,000  for  FY  95. 

SAFETY  REGULATIONS  FOR  HIGH-SPEED  RAIL 
Because  of  the  progression  of  high-speed  rail,  it  is  pertinent 

that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  issue  safety  regulations 

to  further  develco  high-speed  rail  in  the  U.S. 

He  realize  that  the  rulemaking  process  is  an  arduous  task  but 

this  is  necessary  to  minimize  development  costs  which  include 

engineering,  special  tools,  jogs,  fixtures  and  testing,  and  to 
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optimize  long-term  maintenance  and  repair  costs.  If  the  regula- 
tions only  call  for  minimal  change  in  the  technology  it  will  result 
in  lower  cost  and  greater  reliability  which  are  of  great  benefit  to 
the  project  developer,  the  regulator,  and  the  high-speed  rail 
industry . 

Because  of  the  change  of  Administration,  a  leeway  had  been 
given  before  the  agency  continued  with  the  rulemaking  process,  but 
at  this  time  FRA  has  yet  to  move  forward  and  it  is  imperative  upon 
this  industry  that  they  do  so. 

This  concludes  our  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  thank  you  for 
this  hearing.  We  will,  of  course,  be  pleased  to  answer  your 
questions. 


*   *   * 
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Mr.  Price.  We  appreciate  your  statement. 

I  would  like  for  you  to  clarify  one  matter,  which  goes  back  to  the 
testimony  we  just  heard  from  Mr.  Harper.  Were  you  here  for  his 
statement  regarding  the  Transportation  Test  Center? 

Mr.  Salci.  Yes,  I  was,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  He  concentrated  on  the  need  for  investment  in  TTC 
facilities,  requested  $200,000  more  for  that  investment.  You  are  re- 
ferring to  the  whole  research  and  development  budget  of  the  TTC, 
but  you  also  talk  about  the  need  for  renovating  and  restorating  the 
facility.  Your  request  is  for  funding  at  the  $5.3  million  level. 

Can  you  clarify  that  for  us,  please? 

Mr.  Salci.  In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  TTC,  over  the  years, 
as  you  probably  know,  at  one  time,  was  operated  by  the  U.S.  DOT 
and  was  later  turned  over  to  the  AAR.  It  has  been  a  facility  whose 
resource — it  is  one  of  the  few  facilities  that  exists. 

For  many  years,  it  was  neglected.  It  has  become,  in  many  places, 
the  only  place  that  transit  equipment  manufacturers  have  to  go  to 
test  materials  and  facilities,  and  we  believe  that  the  full  funding 
request  of  the  FRA  should  be  met  this  year. 

I  don't  know  if  that  clarifies  your  question  or  not.  The  $5.3  is 
what  they  are  requesting. 

Mr.  Salci.  That  is  what  I  understand. 

Mr.  Price.  Even  though  Mr.  Harper's  testimony  concentrated  on 
the  facilities'  needs. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Two  questions.  Do  you  sell  any  cars  abroad? 

Mr.  Salci.  Right  now,  no,  we  do  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  not?  Cannot  bid? 

Mr.  Salci.  Well,  historically,  most  of  the  European  and  Japanese 
markets,  which  are  the  two  large  markets  that  would  normally  be 
available,  have  traditionally  been  closed  to  American  manufactur- 
ers. I  speak  not  only  for  Morrison  Knudsen,  but  working  at  one 
time  for  the  Bud  Company  and  others  that  have  been  in  this  busi- 
ness, those  markets  have  been  traditionally  closed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  All  of  Europe  is  closed? 

Mr.  Salci.  Has  been  traditionally. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  or  is? 

Mr.  Salci.  Well,  the  discussions  on  the  plate  now  under  GATT 
and  under  some  of  the  discussions  under  the  EC,  about  coming  into 
a  free  and  open  marketplace,  I  think  time  will  tell.  But  those  mar- 
kets have  been  traditionally  dominated  by  their  own  domestic  man- 
ufacturers. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  spoken  to  anyone  at  the  trade  office  about 
this? 

Mr.  Salci.  I  have  been  there,  over  the  past  decade,  probably  15 
or  20  times  on  this  subject.  It  is  something  we  will  continue  to  pur- 
sue, though. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  you  been  there  recently  with  the  new  adminis- 
tration? 

Mr.  Salci.  I  have  not,  no.  I  have  only  been  with  Morrison  Knud- 
sen about  30  days,  but  it  is  one  of  the  issues  clearly  high  on  my 
agenda. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  you  probably  should.  I  think  it  is  worth  it  to 
keep  pushing  and  trjdng. 

The  other  thing,  what  do  you  think  about  the  idea — I  don't  know 
if  you  were  here  when  I  asked  Mr.  Harper  the  question  with  regard 
to  Amtrak.  Amtrak  is  clearly  underfunded.  The  government's 
broke,  too.  What  do  you  think  about  doing  something  with  regard 
to  reducing  the  size,  or  moderating,  or  changing,  or  looking  at  Am- 
trak with  a  BRAC  Commission  or  something  to  see  how  we  can 
make  Amtrak  a  strong  operating  railroad? 

Mr.  Salci.  Well,  I  guess  I  will  say  the  same  thing  Mr.  Harper 
did.  I  can't  speak  on  behalf  of  RPI  because  our  members  have  not 
taken  a  position  on  this.  But  personally  speaking  and  having 
worked  with  Amtrak  and  supplied  them,  I  guess,  over  1,000  cars 
in  previous  capacities,  and  knowing  the  system,  clearly  something 
has  to  be  done  to  rationalize  the  system. 

That  is  my  own  personal  opinion.  We  arerunning  services  in  cer- 
tain parts  of  the  country  that  just  are  not  competitive  with  auto 
or  air,  and  air  in  particular.  On  an  intercity  basis,  we  have  other 
parts  of  Amtrak  that  could  be  extremely  viable  if  more  resources 
could  be  put  in,  and  we  all  know  what  those  corridors  are:  North- 
east, particularly  corridors  in  Florida  and  the  Midwest;  that  if  they 
had  the  proper  resources,  it  would  make  Amtrak  clearly  more  com- 
petitive. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  agree. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Salcl  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REGULATORY  UTILITY 
COMMISSIONERS  (NARUC) 

WITNESS 

CLAUDE  M.  LIGON,  COMMISSIONER,  MARYLAND  PUBLIC  SERVICE 
COMMISSION,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REGULATORY  UTILITY 
COMMISSIONERS 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  Commissioner  Claude  M.  Ligon  of 
the  Maryland  Public  Service  Commission,  speaking  for  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners. 

Welcome. 

Mr.  LiGON.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Grood  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Congressman  Wolf  My 
name  is  Commissioner  Claude  Ligon  from  the  State  of  Maryland. 
I  also  serve  as  a  member  and  former  Chairperson  of  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  for  the  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Util- 
ity Commissioners,  NARUC,  on  whose  behalf  I  am  testifying  today. 

NARUC  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  for  full  funding  for 
the  Department  of  Transportation  Motor  Carrier,  Railroad  and 
Pipeline  Safety  Programs.  These  programs  provide  for  voluntary 
State  implementation  of  federally  mandated  safety  standards. 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  we  respectfully  request  $83  million  for 
Motor  Carrier  Safety  Grants  Programs,  $12  million  for  Natural 
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Gas  and  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  Grant  Program,  and 
$3.5  million  for  Railroad  Safety  Grant  Programs. 

These  safety  programs  have  greatly  improved  the  safety  of  the 
Nation's  transportation  systems.  The  programs  also  provide  tre- 
mendous efficiencies  for  the  Federal  Government  with  respect  to 
enforcement  of  federally  mandated  safety  standards.  Leveraging 
limited  Federal  monies  through  the  mechanism  of  cost  sharing  is 
economically  efficient  and  provides  a  significant  return  by  reducing 
the  number  of  accidents. 

The  programs  have  proven  to  be  money  well  spent  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  an  important  quality  these  days  given  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit. 

The  NARUC  supports  a  funding  level  of  at  least  $83  million  for 
the  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program,  or  MCSAP,  for  fiscal 
year  1995  as  requested  by  the  administration.  In  support  of  this 
funding  level,  we  would  stress  that  the  success  of  the  Federal-State 
partnership  in  motor  carrier  safety  is  increasingly  evident. 

MCSAP  has  enabled  the  States  to  initiate  or  substantially  in- 
crease their  safety  enforcement  activities  while  also  improving  the 
quality  and  uniformity  of  the  activities  throughout  the  Nation.  In 
fiscal  year  1992,  the  participants  conducted  more  than  1.65  million 
inspections.  The  States  placed  well  over  460,000  vehicles  and  al- 
most 120,000  drivers  out  of  service  as  a  result  of  the  over  11,000 
safety  and  compliance  reviews. 

NARUC  also  respectfully  requests  a  funding  level  of  $12  million 
for  the  Natural  Gas  and  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  Grant 
Program.  We  believe  that  given  the  fact  that  natural  gas  and  haz- 
ardous liquid  pipelines  transport  more  than  half  of  the  Nation's  en- 
ergy supply,  the  importance  of  continued  funding  for  this  program 
cannot  be  overstated. 

It  is  critical  to  the  safety  of  our  citizens  that  these  pipelines, 
which  carry  large  quantities  of  extremely  volatile  substances,  in  in- 
creasingly densely  populated  areas,  remain  under  the  intense  scru- 
tiny made  possible  by  effective  State  inspection  programs.  Any- 
thing less  could  expose  large  segments  of  our  population  to  risk  of 
potentially  catastrophic  proportions. 

Congress  appropriated  $7.5  million  for  this  program  in  fiscal 
year  1994.  While  the  administration  has  requested  $8  million  for 
fiscal  year  1995,  State  expenditures  could  reach  more  than  $20  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1993  and  are  expected  to  increase  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  By  appropriating  less  than  50  percent  of  the  State's  expendi- 
ture level,  the  Federal  Government  fell  short  on  its  commitment  by 
$4  million  in  June  in  fiscal  year  1993  alone. 

While  the  Motor  Carrier  and  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Programs  have 
been  cited  as  outstanding  examples  of  Federal-State  cooperation, 
the  same  cannot  be  said  for  the  Rail  Safety  Program  managed  by 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration.  This  program  has  not  re- 
ceived Federal  funding  since  1988.  The  problems  caused  by  the 
lack  of  funding  are  compounded  because  States  cannot  fund  pro- 
grams independently. 

States  would  like  to  have  funds  for  programs  for  accommodation 
of  direct  assessments  and  the  collection  of  fines,  which  is  consistent 
with  other  areas  of  safety  regulation.  However,  this  authority  was 
preempted  by  the  Railway  Safety  Act  of  1970.  It  seems  unreason- 
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able  the  Federal  Grovemment  would  prevent  the  improvement  of 
the  Rail  Safety  Program  by  withholding  Federal  funds  and  prevent- 
ing States  from  collecting  fines  which  would  help  support  the 
States'  efforts  to  improve  rail  safety. 

Despite  the  funding  problems,  the  31  States  that  participate  in 
the  saifety  program  have  met  the  challenge  set  up  by  the  Federal 
law  and  currently  employ  136  FRA-certified  inspectors.  Without 
the  participation  of  the  States,  the  FRA  would  be  unable  to  meet 
its  safety  responsibilities  to  the  public. 

The  Rail  Safety  Grants-in-Aid  Program  has  shown  itself  to  be  ef- 
fective and  less  expensive  to  the  government  than  if  the  FRA  were 
to  undertake  full  enforcement.  NARUC  respectfully  requests  that 
$30.5  be  appropriated  for  this  important  program  in  fiscal  year 
1995. 

In  closing,  the  NARUC  strongly  supports  these  safety  grant  pro- 
grams. These  grant  programs  allow  the  pooling  of  State  and  Fed- 
eral resources  to  tackle  problems  of  common  interest  and  concern. 

In  addition,  these  Safety  Grant  Programs  have  shown  to  be  high- 
ly efficient  in  achieving  their  goals,  proven  to  be  money  well  spent 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  NARUC  position 
on  these  important  programs.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions the  committee  might  have. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Claude  Ligon  follows:] 
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Good  Aftenuxm  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Claude 
lAgoa.  I  am  a  Commissioner  with  the  Maryland  Public  Service  Commission.  I  also  serve  as  a 
member  and  former  Chair  of  the  Committee  on  Transportation  of  the  National  Associaticm  of 
Regulatory  Utility  CommissicMiers  (NARUC)  on  whose  behalf  I  am  testifying  today. 

The  NARUC  is  a  quasi-governmental  nonprofit  organization  founded  in  1889.  Members 
include  the  govenunental  bodies  engaged  in  the  regulaticm  of  carries  and  utilities  from  all  fifty 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  The  NARUCs  mission  is 
to  improve  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of  public  utility  regulation  in  America.  Many  of  our 
members  are  responsible  far  the  implementation  of  Federal  safety  laws  relating  to  motOT  carriers 
and  are  participants  in  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  programs  established  under  those 
statutes. 

The  NARUC  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  fw  full  funding  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  motor  carrier,  railroad  and  pipeline  safety  programs  for  FY  1995.  These 
grants-in-aid  programs  provide  fu'  voluntary  State  implementation  of  Federally-mandated  safety 
standards  through  the  sharing  of  up  to  50%  of  the  States'  cost  of  implementing  the  programs 
(80%  for  the  motor  carrier  safety  program).  Therefore,  we  would  respectfully  request  the 
following  funding  levels:  $83  million  for  motor  carrier  safety  grants-in-aid;  $  12  million  for  the 
natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipeline  safety  program  grants-in-aid;  and  $3.5  millicm  fcv 
railroad  safety  grants-in-aid. 

These  programs  have  greatly  improved  the  safety  of  the  Nation's  tranqxxtaticm  systems. 
They  also  provide  tremendous  efficiencies  for  the  Federal  government  with  respect  to  the 
enf(»cement  of  Federally-mandated  safety  standards.  De^te  the  level  of  scrutiny  that  budgets 
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must  undergo  these  days,  these  safety  grant  programs  have  shown  to  be  highly  efficient  in 
achieving  their  goals,  proving  to  be  money  well  spent  by  the  Federal  government.  Leveraging 
limited  Federal  monies  through  the  mechanism  of  cost-sharing  is  economically  efficient  and 
IHOvides  a  significant  return  by  reducing  the  number  of  accidents.  States,  through  this 
anangement,  contribute  from  33%  to  over  90%  of  the  man-power  available  for  transportation 
safety  enforcement  at  only  a  fraction  of  the  Federal  funding  level  which  would  otherwise  be 
required. 

With  increasing  budget  pressures.  Congress  has  begun  to  pass  the  responsibility  of 
implementing  many  Federal  programs,  such  as  the  safety  programs,  on  to  the  States,  often  times 
without  adequate  financial  resources  to  implement  the  program.  Like  the  Federal  govenunent. 
State's  budgets  are  tight  and  most  States  are  looking  for  ways  to  reduce  costs.  It  is  senseless  for 
the  Federal  government  to  think  that  States  can  and  will  continue  to  cover  the  costs  associated 
with  the  programs  the  Federal  government  creates,  but  does  not  fimd. 

The  NARUC  is  vitally  concemed  about  the  future  of  these  safety  programs  since  our 
members  include  those  State  regulatory  agencies  which  are  charged  with  protection  of  the  public 
interest.  We  strongly  oppose  any  effort  to  eliminate  or  reduce  funding  for  DOT  safety  grants-in- 
aid,  aiul  we  are  especially  concemed  with  the  six-year  trend  of  appropriating  no  Federal  funds 
for  the  rail  safety  program,  which  has  not  received  funding  since  1988. 
The  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program  -  $83  Million 

As  part  of  the  Surface  Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1982,  Congress  established  the 
MotOT  Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program  (MCSAP)  which  provides  Federal  funds  of  up  to  80% 
of  a  participating  State's  safety  program  costs.   The  MCSAP  program  has  enabled  the  States  to 
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initiate  or  substantially  increase  their  safety  enforcement  activities.  Nearly  all  the  State  and  the 
U.S.  territories  now  participate  in  the  MCSAP  program.  In  addition  to  increasing  the  numbw 
of  safety  inspections  and  safety  management  audits  performed  each  year,  the  program  has  also 
improved  the  quality  and  unifcMmity  of  these  activities.  By  requiring  the  adoption  of  Federal 
safety  regulations  as  a  prerequisite  for  funding  and  monitoring  the  States'  activities,  the  DOT  has 
been  able  to  utilize  the  program  to  achieve  a  high  degree  of  standardization  in  safety  enforcement 
across  the  country. 

Through  the  life  of  the  jHogram  (1984-1992),  State  participation  in  the  MCSAP  has 
resulted  in  almost  8.5  million  roadside  safety  inspections  and  over  850,000  hazardous  materials 
inspections'.  During  this  same  time  frame,  3,190,794  vehicles  and  666,826  drivers  have  been 
placed  out-of-service  as  a  result  of  these  inspections.' 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  latest  year  for  which  figiues  ate  available,  52  of  the  56  eligible 
jurisdictions  participated  in  the  program.'  The  participants  conducted  more  than  1.65  millicm 
inspections,  nearly  9%  of  which  were  hazardous-materials  related  inspections.^  Over  460,000 
vehicles  and  almost  120,000  drivers  were  placed  out-of-service  as  a  result  of  the  over  10,000 
safety  and  nearly  1,000  compliance  reviews  ccHiducted  by  the  States.'   The  MCSAP  has  made 


^  U.S.  Department  of  Ttansportation,  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Office  Of 
MotOT  Carrier  Field  Operations,  Annual  Report  FY  1992.  Washington,  D.C,  U.S.  Dept  of 
Ttan^xxtati(m,  June  1993,  page  21. 

^  U.S.  Department  of  Ttansportation,  page  21. 

^  U.S.  Department  of  Ttanqxjrtation,  page  20. 

*  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  page  20. 

'  U.S.  Department  of  Ttan^nrtation,  page  20. 
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these  inspections  possible  by  funding  and  training  4800  State  safety  inspectors.* 

The  NARUC  supports  a  funding  level  of  at  $83  million  for  the  MCSAP  program  for  FY 
1995  as  requested  by  the  Administration.  In  support  of  this  funding  level,  we  would  stress  that 
the  success  of  the  Federal-State  partnership  in  motor  carrier  safety  is  iiKreasingly  evident.  It  is 
critical  to  the  safety  of  our  highways  that  both  the  Federal  and  State  commitment  to  the  imiform 
enforcement  of  motor  carrier  regulations  be  maintained  at  the  highest  possible  level.  Full  funding 
of  the  Administration's  request  will  help  ensure  that  this  commitment  is  fulfilled. 

Natural  Gas  And  Hazardous  Liquid  Pipeline  Safety  Grants-In-Aid  Program  -  $  12  Million 

As  you  know,  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968  provided  up  to  50  percent 
Federal  ftmding  for  States  that  agreed  to  assume  responsibility  for  enforcement  of  the  Act 
Although  the  program's  mandates  are  being  fulfilled  by  the  States,  the  Federal  government  has 
failed  to  provide  the  financial  support  that  was  intended  by  the  Act.  In  fact,  from  fiscal  year 
1985  through  1989,  no  appropriation  exceeded  3 1  %  of  total  State  program  costs,  and  this  funding 
has  fallen  to  as  low  as  26%  of  total  State  expenditures. 

Aside  from  continuing  to  lag  behind  in  its  Hnancial  support  of  the  pipeline  safety 
programs,  the  federal  government  is  still  adding  to  the  requirements  of  the  program.  States  are 
now  implementing  rules  on  Drug  and  Alcohol  Testing.  While  we  support  the  goals  of  these  new 
requirements,  they  add  to  the  States'  total  cost  if  implementing  the  program.  With  the  addition 
of  these  requirements.  States'  costs  have  increased  above  the  amount  of  recent  increases  in 
Federal  appropriations. 


'  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  page  20. 
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Recognizing  the  seriousness  of  this  situation,  the  NARUC  Committee  on  Gas  sponsored 
a  resolution  that  was  adopted  at  the  NARUC  102nd  Annual  Convention  in  1990  requesting  the 
Congress  to  increase  funding  to  the  50  percent  level  of  States'  expenditures.  This  sentiment  is 
still  strongly  supported  by  the  NARUC  today. 

We  believe  that,  given  the  fact  that  natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipelines  in  the 
United  States  total  one  and  three-quarter  million  miles  and  transport  more  than  half  of  the 
Nation's  energy  supply,  the  importance  of  continued  funding  for  this  program  cannot  be 
overstated.  It  is  critical  to  the  safety  of  our  citizens  that  these  pipelines,  which  cany  large 
quantities  of  extremely  volatile  substances,  often  under  high  pressure  and  in  increasingly  densely 
populated  areas,  remain  under  the  intense  scrutiny  made  possible  by  effective  State  inspection 
programs.  Anything  less  could  expose  large  segments  of  the  population  to  risks  of  potentially 
catastrophic  proportions  and  a  disruption  of  vital  energy  supplies. 

Congress  appropriated  $7.5  million  for  this  program  in  FY  1994.  While  the 
Administration  has  requested  $8  million  for  FY  1995,  State  expenditures  could  reach  more  than 
$20  million  in  FY  1993  (the  latest  year  for  which  figures  are  available)  and  are  expected  to 
increase  in  FY  1994.  By  appropriating  less  than  50%  of  the  States'  expenditure  level,  the  Federal 
Government  fell  short  on  its  commitment  by  $4  million  in  FY  1993  alone.  Moreover,  the  funding 
levels  included  in  the  Pipeline  Safety  Reauthorization  legislation  (P.L.  102-508)  will  fall  below 
50%  of  what  the  States  actually  spent  on  their  safety  and  inspection  programs  as  indicated  above. 
Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  a  funding  level  of  $12  million  dollars  for  FY  1995  which 
would  meet  the  intended  50%  funding  level  of  the  Pipeline  Safety  Act. 
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Railroad  Safety  Grants-In-Aid  Program  -  $3 J  Million 

The  motor  carrier  and  gas  pipeline  safety  programs  in  which  NARUC  members  participate 
have  been  cited  as  outstanding  examples  of  Federal-State  cooperation.  Unfortunately,  the  same 
cannot  be  said  for  the  rail  safety  program  managed  by  the  DOT  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
(FRA).  The  NARUC  had  hoped  that  the  Clinton  Administration  would  not  follow  in  the 
footsteps  of  the  previous  Administration  in  their  lack  of  commitment  to  rail  safety,  as 
demonstrated  by  its  zero  funding  fOT  rail  safety  grants  since  1988.  However,  the  Administration's 
FY  1995  budget  request  again  lacks  a  funding  request  for  the  Railroad  Safety  Grants-in-Aid- 
Program.  Lack  of  funding  is  not  consistent  with  the  support  that  transportation  safety  programs 
generally  receive  and  is  contrary  to  the  public  interest  and  Congress's  intent  in  enacting  statutory 
safety  requirentents. 

Until  fiscal  year  1989,  the  FRA  partially  funded  State  safety  inspectira  piograms.  The 
number  of  rail  accidents  had  declined  steadily  in  the  preceding  years  and,  accc«xiing  to  a  NARUC 
survey.  This  welcome  decline  was  in  direct  correlation  to  the  increase  in  the  number  of  States 
participating  in  the  FRA's  Railroad  Safety  Grants-In-Aid  Program.  In  1992,  there  were  579 
deaths  and  4,909  crashes  at  public  grade  crossings  nationwide.  While,  this  represents  a  decline 
of  4.77%  in  the  number  of  deaths  and  8.6%  reduction  in  the  number  of  crashes  from  1991,  due 
to  the  elimination  of  Federal  funding,  rail  operations  are  less  safe  than  they  should  be.  This 
cannot  be  Congress'  desire. 

The  States'  authority  in  railroad  safety  enforcement  was  preempted  by  the  Railroad  Safety 
Act  of  1970,  when  power  was  delegated  to  the  FRA  and  the  DOT.  Additionally,  States  cannot 
assess  and  retain  fines  for  violaticms  of  FRA  regulations  by  the  railroads.    Retenticxi  of  these 
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funds  would  give  States  the  needed  tevenue  to  support  their  integral  role  in  the  prc»notion  of  a 
safe  national  rail  system. 

Congress  must  recognize  that,  absent  Federal  funding.  States  need  the  authority  to  fund 
their  programs  independently.  Funding  State  programs  through  a  combination  of  direct 
assessments  and  the  collection  of  fines  is  consistent  with  other  areas  of  safety  regulation,  creates 
an  increased  incentive  for  safe  operations,  and  would  establish  an  equitable  balance  between 
Federal,  State,  and  industry  responsibilities.  It  seems  unreasonable  that  the  Federal  government 
would  prevent  the  improvement  of  the  Rail  Safety  Program  by  withholding  federal  fimds  and 
preventing  States  from  collecting  fines  which  would  help  support  State  efforts  to  improve  rail 
safety. 

Despite  the  lack  of  Federal  funding  during  recent  years,  two  states  began  participating  in 
the  Federal  rail  safety  program  this  past  fiscal  year.  This  means  that  31  States  now  participate 
in  the  program.  These  states  have  met  the  challenge  set  out  in  the  Federal  law  and  currently 
employ  136  FRA-certified  inspectors.  These  State  inspectors,  according  to  a  1990  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report,  performed  45  percent  of  the  track  inspections  on  the  400,000 
miles  of  track  and  performed  33  percent  of  the  equipment  inspections.  Without  the  participation 
of  the  States,  the  FRA  would  be  unable  to  meet  its  safety  responsibilities  to  the  public.  The  rail 
safety  grants  program  has  shown  itself  to  be  effective  and  less  expensive  to  the  government  than 
if  the  FRA  were  to  imdertake  fiill  enforcement.  The  problem  of  inadequate  rail  safety  in  the 
United  States  cannot  be  resolved  until  an  effective  Federal-State  relationship  is  re-established. 

The  NARUC  strongly  urges  this  Committee  to  appropriate  the  amoimt  necessary  to  fiilly 
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fund  the  railroad  safety  gram  program  in  FY199S.  We  theiefcx^e  req)ectfully  request  that  $3.S 
millicMi  be  appropriated  for  this  impcxtant  program  in  FY199S. 

Conclusion 

The  NARUC  strongly  siq^tts  FY  1995  appropriation  levels  of  $83  million  far  the  Motw 
Carrier  Safety  Assistance  Program;  $12  million  for  the  Natural  Gas  And  Hazardous  Liquid 
Pipeline  Safety  Grants-In-Aid  Program;  and  $3.5  million  fot  the  Railroad  Safety  Grants-In-Aid 
ProgranL  These  grants-in-aid  {sograms  {Hovide  for  voluntary  State  implementation  of 
Federally-mandated  safety  standards.  The  grant  programs  allow  the  pooling  of  state  and  federal 
resources  to  tackle  problems  of  commcm  interest  and  concern.  In  addition,  these  safety  grant 
programs  have  shown  to  be  highly  efficient  in  achieving  their  goals,  proving  to  be  money  well 
^>ent  by  the  Federal  government 

Thank  you  for  the  cqjportunity  to  present  the  NARUC  position  oa  these  important 
programs.  I  would  be  h^>py  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might  have. 
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Appendix  A 


Resolution  Supporting  Increased 
Federal  Funding  of  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act 

WHEREAS,  Public  Law  90-481,  enacted  by  the  Ninetieth  Congress  on  August  12,  1968, 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  prescribe  safety  standards  for  the  transportation  of 
natural  and  other  gas  by  pipeline,  and  further  authorized  the  Secretary  to  pay  up  to  fifty  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  persoimel,  equipment  and  activities  of  a  State  agency  to  carry  out  the  mandate 
of  the  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  There  has  been  no  instance  since  the  inception  of  the  Act  whereby  Congress 
appropriated  adequate  funds  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  During  the  period  of  1985  through  1989  no  Federal  appropriation  exceeded 
thiity-one  percent  of  total  State  program  costs;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners  (NARUQ, 
through  its  Committee  on  Gas,  monitors  the  effectiveness  of  the  Gas  Safety  Program,  and  finds 
it  to  be  a  unique  and  essential  program  of  Federal-State  cooperation  which  has  contributed  greatly 
to  the  safe  construction  and  operation  of  the  natiual  gas  pipeline  network  throughout  the  country; 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners 
(NARUC),  convened  at  its  102nd  Annual  Convention  in  Orlando,  Florida,  urgently  requests 
Congress  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  increase  funding  for  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Safety  Program  to  levels  which  will  provide  for  fifty  percent  of  the  costs  of  personnel,  equipment 
and  activities  of  a  State  agency  in  the  exercise  of  its  duties  to  cany  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1968. 


Sponsored  by  the  Committee  on  Gas 
Adopted  November  14,  1990 
NARUC  Bulletin  No.  47-1990.  page  5. 
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Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Ligon,  we  appreciate  your  testimony  and  we  will 
pay  close  attention  to  it. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions. 
Thank  you  very  much. 
Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 
Mr.  LiGON.  Yes,  sir.  Thank  you  again. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
SCHILLER  INSTITUTE,  INC. 

WITNESS 

MELVIN    Z.    KLENETSKY,    NATIONAL    SPOKESMAN,    SCHILLER   INSTI- 
TUTE, INC. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  Mr.  Melvin  Klenetsky,  the  National 
Spokesman  for  the  Schiller  Institute. 

Mr.  Klenetsky.  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf,  thank  you 
very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  give  this  oral  testimony. 

We  have  submitted  to  you  a  proposal  for  the  massive  increase  of 
infrastructure  development  in  this  country  and  the  point  of  empha- 
sis in  our  testimony  was  the  development  of  high-speed  rail  and 
Maglev  systems,  the  overall  effect  of  which  was  designed  tc  begin 
to  put  this  Nation  back  on  the  track  of  an  industrial-based  policy. 

By  the  end  of  the  1980s,  for  example,  the  United  States  was 
moving  5  billion  tons  per  year  in  freight.  This  is  far  less  than  we 
were  moving  in  1967,  when  we  were  moving  82  tons  per  household 
unit  in  freight.  To  reverse  this  collapse,  what  we  are  calling  for  is 
upgrading  the  transportation  grid  to  move  between  6.5  and  7  bil- 
lion tons  of  goods  per  year. 

If  we  compare  what  we  are  doing  today  to  what  is  happening  in 
Japan  and  Germany,  you  see  the  differences  and  the  differences  in 
policy.  In  1967,  Japan,  Germany  and  the  U.S.  basically  had  the 
same  capacity  to  move  freight.  By  the  late  1980s,  Germany  was 
moving  double  the  amount  of  freight  per  household  that  the  U.S. 
was,  and  Japan  tripled  the  amount. 

The  basic  development  technologies  are  there.  We  can  move  into 
high-speed  rail.  We  can  move  into  Maglev.  These  systems  are  pio- 
neered, at  this  point,  in  Germany,  France  and  Japan,  and  we  can 
develop  these  systems  for  both  passenger  travel  and  rail  freight 
travel. 

It  is  interesting  in  terms  of  Maglev  because  we  were  the  leaders 
in  1975  in  Maglev  systems.  The  linear  electric  motor  power  source 
for  all  Maglev  protot5T)es  was  developed  in  the  United  States  under 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  program,  under  the  High- 
Speed  Ground  Transportation  Act  of  1965.  And  Ford,  Stanford  Re- 
search, Boeing,  all  of  these  companies  were  directly  involved. 

In  1974,  a  world  speed  record  of  255  miles  per  hour  was  set  at 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  at  the  Department  of  Transportation's  test  facili- 
ties. One  year  later,  we  closed  down  our  program. 

Now,  why  have  we  done  this?  Why  are  we  closing  down  these 
systems  and  what  do  we  have  to  do  to  get  back  on  track?  We  have 
to  look  at  the  mess  we  are  in  from  the  standpoint  of  a  30-year  pol- 
icy drift. 
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The  derivative  crisis  today  is  what  was  a  30-year  restructuring 
poUcy.  This  was  the  post-industrial  society  implemented  after  the 
Kennedy  assassination.  Industry  and  agriculture  from  that  point 
on,  in  the  post-industrial  society,  the  economy  was  basically  re- 
structured away  from  industry  and  agriculture  and  into  real  estate 
speculation,  currency  speculation,  shopping  centers,  office  towers. 

We  closed  down  our  U.S.  steel  capacity  and  we  built  up  McDon- 
ald hamburger  stands.  We  took  science  and  math  out  of  the  class- 
rooms and  we  started  to  teach  sex  education  and  socially  relevant 
basketweaving. 

Speculation  has  killed  industry  as  a  specific  policy.  Profits  made 
on  financial  speculation  takes  its  money  from  the  real  economy, 
from  real  goods  and  services  produced.  When  real  goods  and  serv- 
ices cannot  keep  up,  financial  speculation  demands  society  cut  its 
costs,  so  we  closed  down  schools,  we  stopped  repairing  infrastruc- 
ture, we  closed  hospitals,  and  we  let  our  rail  systems  go  to  hell. 

We  got  an  immediate  saving  of  costs  by  doing  this,  but  it  is  at 
the  expense  of  our  future  ability  to  produce.  Thus,  our  cities  have 
become  hell  holes  to  live  in,  our  industries  have  dried  up,  agri- 
culture is  on  the  chopping  block. 

Today  we  have  $17  trillion  of  derivatives,  three  times  the  gross 
national  product.  The  total  indebtedness,  counting  these  off-balance 
and  off-budget  items,  puts  us  at  $25  to  $30  trillion  range. 

With  a  gross  national  product  at  $5  and  $6  trillion,  between  40 
and  50  percent  of  our  income  has  to  go  to  maintaining  the  debt 
servicing.  The  U.S.  and  world's  banking  system  have  already 
crashed.  Every  week  we  see  the  signs  of  imminent  total  crash. 

Chemical  Bank  has  $15  to  $50  million  in  assets  and  $2.84  trillion 
in  derivative  exposures.  We  need  an  emergency  financial  program 
to  reorganize  our  economy. 

Mr.  LaRouche  has  detailed  how  that  reorganization  would  work. 
I  am  going  to  present  a  book  which  details  how  that  would  work 
to  the  committee,  but  in  the  1960s,  it  took  the  assassination  of 
President  Kennedy  to  move  us  off  our  industrial  and  agricultural 
policy. 

Today  the  issue  is  on  the  table  again.  Do  we  have  an  industrial 
policy  that  benefits  all  the  people  in  our  country  and  in  turn  bene- 
fits nations  outside  ourselves,  or  will  we  allow  a  handful  of  specu- 
lators and  parasites  to  loot  our  population  of  their  future? 

President  Clinton  can  act  but  he  finds  himself  under  the  cloak 
of  constant  scandal,  a  scandal  which  is  orchestrated  from  a  Lon- 
don-based medium  called  Hallenger,  which  is  totally  in  bed  with 
those  that  want  the  speculative  world  to  prevail.  Could  it  be  they 
wish  to  paralyze  the  American  presidency  in  these  times  of  crisis? 

We  have  come  to  a  crossroads.  The  American  population  and  fu- 
ture generations  will  look  at  us  and  ask  what  we  have  done.  Let 
us  start  by  adopting  an  aggressive  proindustrial  program  for  revis- 
ing America's  rail  capacity  as  we  have  proposed. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Melvin  Klenetsky  on  behalf  of  Wil- 
liam Jones  follows:] 
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In  order  to  place  in  the  proper  context  the  spending  of  billions  of 
dollars  on  surface  transport  over  the  next  few  years,  it  is  important  to 
remember  that  it  has  been  the  trillions  of  dollars  of  investment  over 
the  past  two  hundred  years,  in  canal,  bridges,  tunnels,  ports,  locks  and 
dams,  railroads,  highways,  and  mass  transit  that  has  laid  the  basis  for 
the  economic  superpower  the  United  States  became.  The 
transportation  network  is  to  the  economy  as  a  whole  as  the  arteries 
and  veins  of  the  circulatory  system  are  to  the  body.  It  ought  to  be 
capable  of  moving  goods  and  people  where  they  are  needed,  in  the 
most  timely  and  effective.  By  the  end  of  the  1980s,  the  U.S.  transport 
network  as  a  whole  was  moving  about  5  billion  tons  of  goods  through 
the  economy  every  year.  This  can  be  assumed  to  approximate  the  total 
physical  goods  throughput  of  the  economy.  Truck  movements 
accounted  for  over  40%  of  the  total,  rail  for  about  28%,  pipelines  for 
about  17%,  and  the  waterways  for  about  12%.  Approximately  half  of  the 
total  Areight  moved  was  accounted  for  by  the  combination  of  coal 
shipments  and  movements  of  crude  oil  and  refined  petroleum 
products.  Grain  shipments,  at  about  13%  of  the  total,  were  the  next 
largest  commodity  item  shipped.  About  56  tons  of  goods  moved 
through  the  economy  for  each  household  in  the  nation. 

Not  since  the  1950s  has  the  per-household  volume  of  goods  shipped 
been  so  low.  Back  in  1967, 82  tons  of  freight  were  shipped,  by  all  modes 
of  transportation,  for  each  of  the  country's  households.  This  was  the 
highest  level  reached  in  the  postwar  period.  The  transport  network's 
capacity  to  deliver  the  goods  has  collapsed  since  then  by  more  than 
30%,  though  over  the  same  period  the  number  of  people  per  household 
has  also  collapsed  by  more  than  20%,  from  3.4  to  2.7. 

To  reverse  this  collapse  would  require  a  transport  grid  with  the 
capacity  of  moving  between  6.5  and  7  billion  tons  of  goods  per  year, 
and  an  economic  policy  which  would  create  the  emplojrment 
opportunities  which  would  permit  the  needed  goods  to  be  produced. 


If  the  total  goods  moved  are  divided  by  the  goods-producing  operatives 
of  the  manufacturing  sector,  450  tons  of  product  enter  into  circulation 
for  each  person  productively  employed.  To  produce  the  increase  which 
would  restore  the  per-household  goods  throughput  of  the  late  1960s 
requires  the  capital  investment  to  create  in  the  range  of  from  3.5  to  4.5 
million  new  productive  jobs  in  the  manufacturing  sector. 

How  do  we  stand  in  relation  to  other  developed  economies  in  this 
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respect?  In  the  late  1960s,  the  transportation  systems  of  both  Japan 
and  Germany  moved  roughly  the  same  volume  of  goods  per  household 
per  year  as  the  United  States.  By  the  late  1980s,  Germany's  transport 
grid  had  grown  to  the  point  that  114  tons,  double  the  U.S.  level,  was 
being  transported  per  household.  Japan  was  transporting  170  tons  per 
household,  more  than  three  times  the  U.S.  volume.  Both  countries 
produce  for  export,  to  pay  their  way  in  the  world.  A  U.S.  economy 
which  was  functioning  as  a  world-class  exporter  would  be  generating 
between  10  and  15  billion  tons  of  goods  to  be  shipped  each  year. 
Deregulation  and  budget-cutting  has  brought  us  to  the  point  that 
merely  fixing  up  the  system  is  no  longer  possible.  The  nation's 
infrastructure  needs  a  massive  overhaul,  with  a  price  tag  of  trillions 
of  dollars.  But  first  we  will  have  to  change  our  mode  of  thinking  about 
these  matters. 

Contrary  to  Milton  Friedman  and  other  champions  of  "free-  market" 
liberalism,  the  development  of  the  U.S.  economy  has  never  been 
characterized  by  little  or  no  government  intervention.  The 
development  of  the  U.S.  industrial  economy,  under  the  beneficial 
influence  of  the  First  and  Second  National  Banks,  was  characterized 
rather  by  a  program  of  "internal  improvements,"  promoted  and  even 
financed  by  the  Federal  Government.  After  1815  the  United  States 
ei^oyed  the  benefits  of  a  transportation  revolution.  An  integral  part  of 
Henry  Clay's  "American  System"  was  the  building  of  transportation 
grids,  comprising  canals  like  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio,  or  the 
"National  Road"  from  Cumberland,  Md.,  to  Wheeling,  W.Va.  and  across 
the  state  of  Ohio.  The  building  of  the  railroads,  the  real  "science 
driver"  of  the  19th  century,  would  never  have  gotten  off  the  ground 
without  the  active  involvement  of  the  Federal  Government,  involving 
both  the  granting  of  public  lands  for  such  purposes  as  well  as  the 
issuance  of  credits  for  their  construction.  It  is  this  outlook  to  which 
this  nation,  and,  very  specifically,  its  legislators,  must  return,  if  we  are 
to  pull  ourselves  out  of  the  severe  depression  we  are  now  in. 

The  cheapest  mode  of  transportation  is  by  water,  but  water-  borne 
commerce  is  limited  in  speed,  such  that  the  mode  is  suited  to 
movements  of  those  bulk  goods,  such  as  coal  and  grain,  which  do  not 
require  speedy  delivery.  For  most  other  purposes,  rail  would  be  the 
mode  of  choice.  The  standard  for  assessing  relative  costs  is  provided 
by  the  measurement  of  how  many  tons  each  mode  can  move  how  many 
miles  in  an  hour.  On  this  basis,  a  two-track  railroad  operating  three 
trains  an  hour,  at  only  60  miles  per  hour,  moves  the  same  bulk  of 
goods  as  far  in  an  hour  as  a  fleet  of  330  20-ton  trucks  does  driven  at  60 
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mph  for  an  hour.  Additionally,  the  same  two-track  railroad  requires 
only  one-  twelfth  the  land  area  of  the  highways  used  by  trucks.  Since 
the  speed  of  trucks  is  relatively  bounded  by  the  limitations  of  internal 
combustion  engines,  the  advantage  in  favor  of  rail  increases 
dramatically  with  increases  in  speed. 

Diesel,  however,  cannot  function  above  125  mph.  But  high-  speed  rail 
systems  function  for  passenger  traffic  can  -  at  speeds  in  the  range  of 
200  mph.  France,  with  its  Train  a  Grande  Vitesse  (TGV)  and  Japan 
with  the  Shinkansen,  have  pioneered  the  development  of  rapid  rail 
transit  over  the  last  20  years.  The  next  step,  being  pioneered  in 
Germany,  France,  and  Japan,  is  employing  the  technology  of  magnetic 
levitation,  in  which  passenger  and  freight  trains  can  reach  300  miles 
per  hour  travelling  without  friction  along  a  cushion  of  air  generated 
between  the  train  and  the  track. 

The  United  States  should  undertake  to  develop  such  high-  speed  rail 
systems,  with  the  objective  of  rebuilding  the  railroad  system  as  the 
freight  mover  of  choice.  This  high-speed  rail  network  should  be 
interfaced  with  water  transport,  through  ocean  and  internal  waterway 
ports,  to  take  advantage  of  the  benefits  of  both  modes  for  rebuilding 
the  country's  industrial  base.  The  program  should  begin  with  the 
depression-ravaged  areas  along  the  Eastern  Seaboard,  the  area 
presently  designated  as  the  "rust  belt"  bounded  by  the  Mississippi  and 
Ohio  Rivers,  and  the  area  bounded  by  the  Tennessee,  Tombigbee,  and 
Mississippi.  Creating  the  grid  for  the  rapid  movement  of  goods  and 
people  in  those  areas  will  not  only  create  new  construction  jobs.  It  will 
also  restore  what  has  traditionally  been  the  industrial  heartland  of 
America.  Funds  authorized  by  the  Intemodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  are,  of  course,  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  but 
still  very  modest  in  relation  to  the  task  we  are  facing. 

To  look  at  the  issue  in  terms  of  budget  restraints  would  be  totally 
wrong-headed.  For  every  dollar  invested  in  these  type  of  high-tech 
projects,  we  receive  returns  far  greater  than  that  investment,  in  the 
form  of  increased  productivity  as  well  as  increased  output.  If  the 
"budget  hawks"  in  Congress  can't  be  made  to  see  reason  on  this 
question,  why  not  get  them  to  slap  a  tax  on  derivatives,  to  bring  some 
of  that  "hot  money"  fi'om  speculation  back  into  the  physical  economy? 
The  concept  of  "national  interest"  requires  that  we  mobilize  the 
nation's  productive  powers  to  rebuild  our  dilapidated  physical 
infrastructure  and  again  become  an  industrial  power. 


426 


The 

LaRouche-'Bevel 

Program 

To  Save 

The  Nation 


Reversing  30  Years  of 
Post-Industrial  Suicide 


Independents  for  Economic  Recovery, 
LaRouche  for  President 

Leesburg,  Virginia 
October  1992 


427 

From  downtown  Boston,  450  miles  to  the  center  of  the 
nation's  capital,  Washington  D.C.,  in  90  minutes,  at 
prices  cheaper  than  Amtrak's  Metroliner?  For  the  more 
than  1  million  people  who  make  that  journey  every 
year  by  air,  this  may  seem  like  a  fantasy.  But  it  isn't.  Such  is 
the  prospect  which  lies  before  us  early  in  the  21  si  century,  if 
we  implement  Lyndon  LaRouche's  program  for  invetsment  in 
magnetic  levitation  (maglev)  transport  systems. 

Here's  what  such  a  trip  would  be  like.  Passengers  arrive  at 
Boston's  main  station  via  a  network  of  maglev  commuter 
lines,  at  more  than  50  miles  per  hour,  shortly  before  the  sched- 
uled 7:30  a.m.  departure  of  the  morning  express  service  to 
Washington,  D.C.,  perhaps  to  be  known  as  The  list  Century 
Unlimited.  There  are  no  worries  about  traffic  jams  or  parking 
spaces.  On  board,  passengers  relax  in  quiet  comfort,  while 
The  Unlimited  accelerates  at  nearly  three  feet  per  second  per 
second  to  a  cruising  speed  of  about  300  mph. 

Following  a  re-engineered  route  from  Boston  to  Providence, 
R.I.,  and  then  along  the  Connecticut  coastal  strip  (see  map,  p. 
29)  the  first  and  only  stop.  New  York  City,  would  be  at  about 
8:15  a.m.  From  there.  The  Unlimited  would  speed  toward 
Washington,  D.C.,  along  roughly  the  same  path  Amtrak's  Met- 
roliner now  follows,  arriving  at  around  9:00  a.m.,  the  begin- 
ning of  the  working  day. 

A  New  American  Railroad 

Sound  far-fetched,  like  science  fiction?  Outside  the  United 
States,  maglev  train  systems  are  fast  becoming  reality.  Ger- 
many has  such  a  system  ready  now,  for  commercial  applica- 
tion. Japan  will  also,  before  the  end  of  the  decade.  Rapid 
development  of  maglev  technology  for  the  U.S.A.,  and  the 
construction  of  a  maglev  transportation  network,  will  be  a 
cornerstone  of  the  LaRouche  administration's  transportation 
policy  for  the  United  States,  without  waiting  for  any  more 
wasteful  cost-benefit  analyses  from  the  bureaucrats. 

A  high-speed  line  through  the  dense  population  concentra- 
tions of  the  Eastern  Seaboard  would  be  the  first  part  of  the 
new  national  network.  To  help  revive  manufacturing  in  the 
nation's  heartland — the  area  bounded  by  Lake  Erie  and  Michi- 
gan to  the  north,  the  Illinois  River  to  the  west,  and  the  Ohio 
River  system  to  the  south  and  east — LaRouche  would  also 

26 


428 
MAGLEV:  THE  TECHNOLOGY  OF  THE  2 1  ST  CENTURY        27 

drive  lines  westward,  through  Buffalo.  N.Y.  in  the  north,  and 
Pittsburgh  in  western  Pennsylvania.  These  would  connect  the 
industrial  centers  along  the  shores  of  Lake  Ontario,  Lake  Mich- 
igan, and  Lake  Erie,  and  central  Ohio,  with  the  East  Coast  and 
the  Chicago-northern  Indiana  industrial  belt. 

The  900-milc  journey  from  New  York  to  Chicago  would  be 
completed  in  three  hours — city  center  to  city  center.  Interme- 
diate stops  on  the  southern  route  would  include  Pittsburgh, 
Columbus  or  Dayton,  Ohio,  and  on  to  Chicago  through  Union 
City,  Marion,  and  Peru  in  Indiana.  The  northern  route  would 
pass  from  Boston  through  Albany,  Rochester,  and  Buffalo  in 
New  York,  Cleveland  and  Toledo  in  Ohio,  then  across  the 
southern  Michigan  peninsula,  and  Gary,  Indiana  to  Chicago 
(see  map).  The  next  step  in  construction  of  the  new  American 
railroad  would  be  north-south  lines  to  connect  the  cities  of  the 
Lake  Shore  belt  with  the  cities  of  the  Ohio  Valley,  and  p>oints 
farther  south  and  west. 

In  Germany  and  Japan 

High-speed  maglev  transportation  systems  arc  already  being 
built  in  Germany  and  Japan.  In  Germany,  the  Transrapid 
system  has  received  government  approval  for  commercial  op- 
erations. Its  first  phase  will  connect  the  airports  of  Cologne- 
Bonn  and  Ducsseldorf,  and  later  Essen.  The  Transrapid  soon 
expects  approval  for  mainline,  intercity  operations.  This  pro- 
gram is  about  seven  years  ahead  of  the  the  maglev  program 
in  Japan,  where  the  MLU  system  is  scheduled  to  begin  trans- 
porting passengers  in  the  densely  populated  320-mile  Tokyo- 
Nagoya-Osaka  corridor  by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Germany  and  Japan  have  also  developed  systems  such  as 
the  M-Bahn,  the  50  mph  magnetically  levitated  urban  transit 
system,  which  functions  in  Berlin,  and  the  HSST  Corpora- 
tion's systems,  which  have  provided  vehicles  for  exposition 
sites  in  Tsukba  and  Yokohama  in  Japan,  and  Vancouver,  Brit- 
ish Columbia,  in  Canada.  Maglev  technology  is  already  set  to 
meet  a  family  of  transportation  functions,  from  short-dis- 
tance, but  relative  high-speed  urban  commutes — Japan's 
HSST  can  function  at  between  60  and  250  mph — to  intercity 
travel  at  speeds  in  excess  of  310  mph. 

The  Transrapid  TR-07  is  capable  of  carrying  up  to  200  pas- 
sengers at  speeds  of  up  to  310  mph.  With  a  one-minute  head- 
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way  between  units,  Germany's  TR-07  can  transport  between 
10,000  and  20,000  people  per  hour.  Japan's  commercial  design 
maglev  train  will  consist  of  14  cars  capable  of  carrying  900 
passengers,  and  is  intended  to  move  75-100,000  people  per 
day  between  Tokyo  and  Osaka. 

Maglev  is  set  to  revolutionize  passenger  and  freight  trans- 
portation worldwide  by  early  in  the  next  century,  just  as  the 
steam  engine  revolutionized  transportation  more  than  150 
years  ago.  Given  the  spinoffs  which  will  follow  the  develop- 
ment of  the  transportation  systems  themselves,  such  as  impe- 
tus given  to  so-called  "high-temperature"  superconductor  sci- 
entific research,  the  effect  will  be  even  more  profound. 

Made  in  the  U.S.A. 

And  where  is  the  United  Slates  in  all  this?  Precisely  nowhere. 
It  will  take  a  President  of  the  stature  of  a  Kennedy  or  a  Roose- 
velt to  organize  the  catch-up  required,  without  whining  about 
"unfair  competition."  After  all,  these  maglev  trains  are  nothing 
but  modern  versions  of  a  technology  outlined  by  U.S.  space 
pioneer  Louis  Goddard  early  in  the  20th  century. 

The  linear  electric  motor,  the  power  source  for  all  current 
maglev  prototypes,  was  developed  in  the  U.S.A.  under  a  Fed- 
eral Railroad  Administration  program  sponsored  under  the 
High  Speed  Ground  Transportation  Act  of  1965.  In  1971,  con- 
tracts were  awarded  the  Ford  Motor  Company  and  Stanford 
Research  Institute  for  experimental  development  of  maglev 
power  sources.  Low-speed  propulsion  systems  for  cities  were 
advanced  by  Rohr  Industries,  with  Boeing  taking  up  the  devel- 
opment rights.  In  1974,  a  world  speed  record  of  255.4  mph 
was  set  by  a  prototype  linear  induction  motor  vehicle  at  the 
Department  of  Transportation's  Pueblo,  Colorado  lest  facility. 

Just  one  year  later,  in  1975,  federal  funding  for  the  program 
was  cut,  when  the  Ford  administration  and  Congress  allowed 
the  1965  act  to  lapse.  At  least  10  years  ahead  of  the  rest  of  the 
world  at  the  time,  the  United  States  is  now  completely  out  of 
the  running.  LaRouche  is  the  President  to  make  up  for  the  lost 
time. 

Maglev  Systems 

Maglev  systems  feature  two  basic  types  of  propulsion  and 
guidance  systems:  those  in  which  the  systems  are  onboard  the 
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vehicles,  such  as  Japan's  HSST  models,  and  those  which  are 
propelled  and  controlled  from  the  track  on  which  the  vehicles 
run,  known  as  the  guideway.  Both  the  German  TR-07  and  the 
Japanese  MLU-002  models  make  use  of  what  are  called  passive 
systems.  However,  the  German  and  Japanese  programs  make 
use  of  different  electromagnetic  principles  to  provide  the  sus- 
pension, propulsion,  and  guidance  of  their  vehicles. 

The  German  Transrapid  is  based  on  the  attractive  power  of 
magnetic  forces,  a  system  called  Electromagnetic  Susp>ension 
(Figure  1).  The  vehicle's  underframe  "wraps  around"  the 
guideway  and  pushes  the  vehicle  up  and  off  its  rails.  The 
Japanese  make  use  of  repulsive  forces,  a  system  called  Electro- 
dynamic  Suspension  (Figure  2),  to  lift  the  vehicle  away  from 
the  guideway.  These  systems  must  employ  an  undercarriage- 
like landing-gear,  for  lift-off  and  landing,  because  the  vehicles 
only  levitate  at  speeds  in  excess  of  25  mph. 

The  system's  potential  is  completely  obscured  by  the  cost- 
benefit  analysis  idiocies  tolerated  in  the  United  States — which 
have  been  used  to  destroy  our  nation's  infrastructure  and 
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speed  our  transformation  into  a  Malthusian,  post-industrial 
society.  Comparable  in  effective  travel  time  over  distances 
from  200  to  900  miles  with  aircraft,  a  maglev  unit  can  carry 
twice  the  passengers  at  half  the  cost  of  a  plane  such  as  today's 
Boeing  737.  The  system  is  cheaper  than  the  movement  of 
passengers  on  today's  railroad  system.  Best  estimates  of  mag- 
lev operating  and  maintenance  costs  per  passenger-mile  arc 
5.20  in  1988  dollars.  This  is  vastly  less  than  the  passenger- 
mile  cost  of  today's  Metroliner,  figured  at  between  16.2^  and 
360,  depending  on  book-keeping  methods  used, 

Maglev  systems  would  actually  pay  for  themselves — in 
wasted  passenger-hours  saved.  Estimates  are  that  $40  billion 
of  economic  value  is  lost  to  traffic  delays  in  the  nation's  eight 
most  congested  urban  centers — a  sum  which  could  finance  the 
construction  of  3,000  miles  of  maglev  rail  networks  every  year. 
The  industries  and  jobs  which  will  be  created  to  build  such  a 
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national  system  will  return  far  more,  in  increased  productivity 
and  permanent  improvements  to  the  nation's  depleted  capital 
stock,  as  will  the  network,  itself,  than  the  construction  will 
ever  cost. 

As  President,  Lyndon  LaRouche  will  use  such  industries  as 
the  leading  edge  of  an  export  drive,  in  which  the  United  States 
will  begin  shipping  state-of-the-art  capital  goods  to  help  the 
nations  of  the  Southern  Hemisphere  develop  the  economic 
infrastructure  they  need  to  prosp>er  in  the  21st  century.  The 
jobs  and  industries  LaRouche  creates,  under  his  New  Ameri- 
can Railroad  maglev  program,  will  be  here  to  stay. 
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[Clerk's  note. — The  book  entitled,  To  Save  The  Nation,  is  re- 
tained in  the  Subcommittee's  files.] 
Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 
I  have  no  questions. 
Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  RAILROAD  PASSENGERS 

WITNESS 

ROSS   CAPON,   EXECUTIVE   DIRECTOR,   NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION   OF 
RAILROAD  PASSENGERS 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  turn  to  Ross  Capon,  the  Executive  Director 
to  the  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers. 

Welcome, 

Mr.  Capon.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  this  op- 
portunity to  present  the  views  of  our  organization. 

I  will  just  skip  through  this  briefly. 

We  have  appreciated  your  support  of  Amtrak  and  mass  transit, 
we  hope,  of  course,  that  I  will  come  as  close  as  possible  to  the  fund- 
ing levels  requested  by  Amtrak. 

My  first  section  emphasizes  the  environment  and  energy  benefits 
of  Ajntrak,  starting  with  the  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  fig- 
ures which  show  that  Amtrak  consumes  just  54  percent  of  the  en- 
ergy per  passenger  mile  that  domestic  airlines  consume,  in  1990 
figures;  and  from  1982  to  1990,  Amtrak  energy  consumption  per 
passenger  mile  fell  2.4  percent,  while  that  for  domestic  airlines  fell 
0.8  percent. 

As  far  as  the  service  levels  Amtrak  provides,  we  think  the  service 
Amtrak  currently  provides  is  the  minimum  acceptable.  The  ser\'^ice 
was  cut  in  1979.  It  was  cut  in  1981.  It  was  cut  again  last  year.  It 
is  so  sparse  that  virtually  any  proposal  to  cut  more  would  look  like 
a  political  attack  aimed  at  this  or  that  key  city  or  political  leader, 
and  we  think  that  it  is  unlikely  that  the  match  between  resources 
and  service  could  be  improved  by  further  cuts;  first  because  of  the 
labor  protection  issue  and,  second,  if  the  subsidy  reducing  cuts 
were  possible,  they  would  further  erode  support  on  Capitol  Hill  for 
Amtrak,  probably  resulting  in  a  further  subsidy  cut. 

I  devote  a  couple  of  paragraphs  to  showing  how  sparse  the  serv- 
ice is  in  many  States  and  to  showing  a  brief  history  of  the  service 
in  West  Virginia,  which,  at  one  time,  was  the  most  visible,  and  de- 
servedly so,  political  soft  spot  of  Amtrak.  They  had  three  daily 
routes  in  1979.  One  of  them  was  completely  discontinued  in  that 
year.  One  of  them  was  partly  discontinued  in  that  year,  with  the 
other  half,  the  half  close  to  Washington,  sensibly  integrated  into  a 
new,  more-direct  Washington-Chicago  routed,  and  the  third  route, 
the  Cardinal,  was  reduced  to  triweekly  and  extended  to  New  York 
and  Amtrak  anticipates  its  revenue-to-cost  ratio  will  rise  from.  4 
percent  from  fiscal  year  1993  to  1994. 
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With  regard  to  labor  protection,  we  think  there  is  a  Federal  in- 
terest in  Amtrak  and  some  of  its  unions  making  further  progress 
on  work  rule  reform.  Such  progress  could  only  be  set  back  by  any 
serious  campaign  to  repeal  the  labor  protection  provisions.  We 
think  that  Federal  spending  trends  in  transportation  do  not  reflect 
what  the  American  public  wants.  If  you  look  at  intercity  passenger  | 
rail  as  a  percentage  of  highway,  aviation  and  intercity  passenger  ' 
rail  spending,  it  declined  from  7.3  percent  in  1982  to  3.1  percent 
in  1994.  j 

I  should  add  a  sentence  to  the  fifth  section  of  my  testimony  about 
the  Central  Artery  Rail  Link,  indicating  that  we  specifically  sup- 
port an  appropriation  for  that.  I  assume  the  Massachusetts  delega- 
tion has  been  in  touch  with  you  on  specific  amounts,  and  we  sup- 
port a  separate  appropriation  for  a  section  403(b). 

Thank  you  for  your  time  to  help  you  get  back  on  schedule,  I  will 
leave  it  there. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ross  Capon  follows:] 
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statement  of 

Ross  Capon,  Executive  Director 

National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

Department  of  Transportation  FY  1995  Appropriations 

April  25,  1994 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  our 
non-profit  organization.   We  have  appreciated  this  committee's 
support  of  Amtrak  and  mass  transit  and  look  forward  to  renewed 
progress  under  Amtrak 's  energetic  new  president  and  with  the 
continuing  support  of  President  Clinton. 

We  urge  the  committee  to  come  as  close  as  possible  to  the 

funding  levels  re<iuested  by  Amtrak.  On  mass  transit,  we  oppose 

the  proposed  reductions  in  new  rail  starts  and  transit  operating 
assistance. 

I.  ENERGY  AND  ENVIRONMENT 

Amtrak 's  energy  efficiency  advantages  are  clear:  on  a 
systemwide  basis.  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  figures  indicate 
Amtrak  consumes  just  54%  of  the  energy  per  passenger-mile  that 
domestic  airlines  consume  (Amtrak:  2,609  BTU's  per  passenger- 
mile;  airlines:  4,811).   In  addition,  from  1982  to  1990,  Amtrak 
energy  consumption  per  passenger-mile  fell  2.4%  while  that  for 
domestic  airlines  fell  only  0.8%.   As  corridor  services  are 
improved,  Amtrak 's  overall  energy-efficiency  showing  likewise 
should  improve  further. 

Energy  efficiency  is  a  rough  proxy  for  line-haul  air 
pollution,  but  environmental  benefits  involve  a  broader  range  of 
issues.   Amtrak  offers  air  pollution  benefits  not  captured  in  the 
Oak  Ridge  figures.   Downtown  transit-accessible  stations  mean 
fewer  people  rely  on  single-occupant  automobiles  to  access  Amtrak 
than  airplanes.   The  energy-efficient  ease  with  which  trains  make 
intermediate  stops  (compared  with  airplanes)  means  many  people 
who  drive  to  the  train  need  not  drive  as  far  as  to  the  plane. 

Regarding  water  pollution,  railroad  beds  through  which  water 
can  drain  are  far  more  benign  than  are  paved  roads  and  runways . 
And  we  all  know  the  noise  pollution  issues  which  have  helped 
stymie  construction  of  new  airports. 
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II.  AMTRAK  SERVICE  IS  ALREADY  BAREBONESl 

The  service  Amtrak  currently  provides  is  the  minimum 
accepteOole.   We  strenuously  oppose  proposals  to  make  additional 
service  cuts  beyond  those  implemented  in  1979,  1981  and  1993  or 
to  set  up  a  process  to  perform  more  studies  on  prospects  for  such 
cuts . 

We  are  alarmed  by  suggestions  that  more  cuts  might  be 
appropriate  because  Europe  is  different  from  the  U.S.   No  one  is 
suggesting  anything  approaching  Northeast  Corridor-type  service 
for  those  portions  of  the  U.S.  which  are  lightly  populated. 

Amtrak  service  already  is  so  sparse  that  virtually  any 
proposal  to  cut  more  would  be  derided  as  a  political  attack  aimed 
at  this  or  that  key  city  or  political  leader. 

Arizona  and  New  Mexico  have  one  train  a  day  in  the  north  and 
three  trains  a  week  in  the  south. .. .There  are  three  trains  a  week 
across  Wyoming  and  southern  Idaho,  and  one  train  a  day  across 
Iowa,  Kansas,  Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  Vermont 
and  a  tiny  corner  of  New  Hampshire  (Claremont  Junction) ... .Out- 
side the  Chicago-Milwaukee  corridor,  Wisconsin  has  only  one  train 
a  day. . . .Tennessee  has  service  only  in  the  far  west- -one  train 
(both  ways  in  the  middle  of  the  night)  at  Memphis  and  Dyersburg. 
Kentucky  has  one  train  a  day  at  Fulton  in  the  west  and  three  a 
week  in  the  northeast  (South  Portsmouth,  Maysville  and  near 
Ashland) ... .Oklahoma  and  South  Dakota  have  no  service. 

West  Virginia:   Amtrak  service  here  has  been  much  criticized, 
so  it  is  important  to  emphasize  Amtrak' s  much-improved  cost- 
effectiveness  here.   As  recently  as  1979,  three  different  routes 
crossed  West  Virginia  and  enjoyed  daily  service. 

However,  one  of  those  routes--through  Bluefield  and  Williamson 
in  the  far  south--was  completely  discontinued  in  1979.   Service 
on  a  second  route  (Washington-Parkersburg-Cincinnati)  was 
discontinued  west  of  Cumberland,  while  the  Washington-Cumberland 
segment  (serving  Harpers  Ferry  and  Martinsburg)  sensibly  became 
part  of  a  new,  direct  Washington-Pittsburgh-Chicago  service 
(replacing  a  circuitous  run  via  Philadelphia) . 

Finally,  service  on  the  third  route--through  Charleston  and 
Huntington- -was  transformed  in  1981  from  daily  Washington-Chicago 
to  thrice-weekly  New  York-Washington-Chicago.   The  frequency 
reduction  and  the  addition  of  through  service  to  New 
Carrollton/Baltimore/Philadelphia/Trenton/Newark/New  York  has 
insured  much  heavier  utilization  per  trip--so  much  so  that  Amtrak 
instituted  full  dining  service  on  this  train,  the  Cardinal,  at 
the  start  of  April.   Overall,  Amtrak  projects  a  4%  improvement  in 
the  train's  revenue-to-cost  ratio  from  FY  '93  to  FY  '94. 

Discontinuance  of  the  Cardinal   would  leave  Cincinnati  with  no 
service;  Cincinnati  would  then  replace  Columbus,  Ohio,  as  the 
nation's  largest  metropolitan  area  without  passenger  trains. 
Northwest  Kentucky  would  lose  all  service  (leaving  that  state 
only  with  one  middle-of -the-night  service  daily  in  Fulton  out 
west),  as  would  some  cities  in  Virginia  and  Indiana. 
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More  reductions  to  trl-weekly  service  are  not  the  answer.   To- 
day's daily  long-distance  services  have  such  strong  mail,  express 
and  passenger  revenues  that  service  frequency  reductions  would  be 
harmful  and  would  not  lead  to  the  types  of  improvements  Amtrak 
has  projected  for  the  two  routes  reduced  to  tri-weekly  last  year. 

ALL  of  today's  trains  are  well-used.   One  measure  of  this  is 
the  growth  of  travel  on  Amtrak  as  measured  in  passenger-miles. 
(A  passenger-mile  is  one  passenger  traveling  one  mile.)   Amtrak 
posted  nine  consecutive  annual  travel  increases,  with  intercity 
passenger-miles  rising  from  4.2  billion  in  FY  '82  to  6.3  billion 
in  FY  '91.   After  dropping  to  6 . 1  billion  in  FY  '92,  Amtrak 
bounced  back  to  6.2  billion  in  FY  '93. 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  match  between  resources  and  service 
could  be  improved  by  cutting  service.   First,  further  service 
cuts  to  save  money  would  require  repeal  of  labor  protection  which 
we  think  is  unlikely  and  inappropriate  (see  next  section) . 
Second,  if  subsidy- reducing  cuts  were  possible,  they  would 
further  erode  support  on  Capitol  Hill  for  Amtrak,  probably 
resulting  in  a  further  subsidy  cut. 

Today's  service  is  far  more  cost-effective  that  what  came 
before  Amtrak.   Last  year,  Amtrak  handled  about  25%  more 
passenger-miles  than  the  private  railroads  handled  in  1970. 
According  to  the  GAO,  "the  combined  losses  of  the  railroads 
operating  during  1970  totaled  more  than  $1.7  billion  in  today's 
dollars.   In  comparison,  Amtrak  in  1993  received  federal  support 
totaling  $891.5  million,  [including  bfECIP  funds]."   Further 
capital  investment  will  reduce  further  Amtrak 's  operating  costs. 

In  light  of  all  of  the  above,  and  the  extensive  subsidies 
provided  to  other  modes  (see  Appendix  II),  we  oppose  any 
proposals  to  create  a  procedure  for  studying  new  service  cuts. 

III.  LABOR  PROTECTION 

There  is  a  federal  interest  in  seeing  Amtrak  and  some  of  its 
unions  make  further  progress  on  work  rule  reform.   Such  progress 
could  only  be  set  back  by  any  serious  campaign  to  repeal  Amtrak- 
related  labor  protection  provisions.   We  doubt  that  any  such 
caunpaign  would  succeed;  we  hope  none  develops. 

IV.  PROVIDE  ADEQUATE  RESOURCES  FOR  AMTRAK 

We  support  the  funding  levels  Amtrak  has  requested.   The 
history  of  federal  highway  appropriations  (obligation  limits) 
underscores  the  logic  of  earmarking  a  penny  of  the 
existing  federal  highway  tax  for  intercity  passenger  rail,  or  of 
finding  some  other  way  to  improve  the  balance  between  highway  and 
rail  spending. 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  OBLIGATION  LIMITATIONS 

CHANGE  FROM 


(billions) 

FY  '94 

FY  '93 

FY  '82 

FY 

'95 

Budget  Request 

$20,162 

+  0.9% 

+10.5% 

+136.3% 

FY 

'94 

Enacted 

$19,965 



+  9.4% 

+134.0% 

FY 

'93 

Actual 

$18,254 





+113.9% 

FY 

'84 

Actual 

$13,259 

FY 

'82 

Actual 

$8,533 
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Federal  spending  on  intercity  passenger  rail  as  a  percentage 
of  federal  highway/aviation/intercity  passenger  rail  spending 
declined  from  7.3%  in  FY  '82  to  3.1%  in  FY  '94. 

The  "try-to-catchup"  game  Amtrak  now  plays  stems  from  paltry 
capital  funding  during  the  1980s  and  the  consequent  failure  in 
that  decade  to  move  expeditiously  on  upgrading  maintenance 
facilities  and  replacing  obsolete  rolling  stock. 

In  particular,  in  the  six  years  FY  1985-1990,  federal  grants 
for  Amtrak  capital  and  the  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project 
averaged  a  total  of  $97  million  a  year,  77%  below  the  FY  '94 
level  of  $420  million  and  82%  below  the  FY  '81  level  of  $537 
million. 

We  do  not  believe  these  spending  trends  reflect  what  the 
American  public  wants.   Now  that  the  General  Accounting  Office  is 
reinforcing  the  message  of  our  Association  and  two  Amtrak 
presidents  about  Amtrak 's  needs,  and  we  have  a  generally 
supportive  administration,  we  hope  those  needs  can  be  met  more 
fully. 

GAP'S  Portrait  is  a  Bit  Too  Bleak:   We  think  there  are  some 
factors  that  will  rapidly  improve  at  Amtrak  which  may  not  be 
fully  reflected  in  GAO's  report.   First  of  all,  the  total  ban  of 
smoking  on  Amtrak  which  seems  to  be  approaching  is  likely  to 
improve  the  revenues-to-costs  ratio.   The  equipment  cleaning 
costs  imposed  by  smokers  will  become  history,  meaning  one  less 
reason  for  some  passengers  to  swear  they  will  never  ride  again: 
current  policies  often  antagonize  both  smokers  and  non-smokers. 

Second,  Amtrak  costs  have  soared  and  revenues  plvmunetted 
during  severe  winter  weather  because  of  equipment  designs  that 
(we  assume)  Amtrak  is  working  to  avoid  on  future  orders  and  to 
solve  with  retrofits  on  existing  equipment.   One  example:  on 
Amtrak-purchased  Amfleet  and  Horizon  cars,  ice  and  snow  get  into 
the  areas  where  the  retractable  doors  must  move  when  open,  giving 
Amtrak  a  choice  between  ripping  the  car  apart  or  waiting  until  it 
thaws.   To  make  sure  passengers  can  enter  and  exit  Horizon  fleet 
trains  reliably,  Amtrak  put  a  Heritage  car  (with  old-fashioned, 
reliable  hinged  doors)  in  some  of  the  Horizon  trainsets. 

Finally,  we  question  GAO's  view  that  federal  corridor 
development  funds  must  be  "focused"  on  two  or  three  incremental 
projects.   We  think  the  federal  government  needs  to  be  ready  with 
a  reasonable  matching  share  every  time  a  state  steps  up  to  the 
plate  with  a  reasonable  project.   That  is  the  spirit  of  the 
President's  original  high  speed  legislation  and  should  be  held  to 
even  if  Amtrak  and  the  Rail  Passenger  Service  Act  are  the 
ultimate  legislative  vehicles  used. 

V.  BOSTON  CENTRAL  ARTERY  RAIL  LINK 

The  Massachusetts  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on 
Transportation  voted  on  March  16  in  favor  of  $60  million  proposed 
by  the  governor  as  part  of  the  state's  share  of  the  rail  link. 
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Boston  is  the  only  metropolitan  region  Amtrak  cannot  "drive 
through."   Foreign  planners  would  laugh  at  the  fact  that  our 
Northeast  Corridor  slams  into  a  wall  at  Boston's  South  Station. 
The  improved  Corridor's  competitiveness  will  be  greatly  enhanced 
by  enabling  Amtrak  to  provide  single-seat  rides  to  Maine,  New 
Heunpshire  and  northeastern  Massachusetts.   This  through  service 
may  do  as  much  as  higher  speeds  to  increase  the  Boston-New  York 
rail  line's  market  penetration. 

One  illustration:  the  high  share  of  riders  on  the  Paris-Lyons 
TGV  line  whose  trips  involve  travel  over  conventional  lines 
beyond  Lyons.   In  1990,  a  European  railway  official  reported  that 
"of  the  17  millions  passengers  who  traveled  on  the  TGV  South  East 
line  in  1988,  only  5  million  went  between  Paris  and  Lyon,  the 
city  pair  that  marks  for  the  moment  the  end  points  of  the  high 
speed  line." 

VI.  STATE- SUPPORTED  AMTRAK  SERVICES 

We  support  a  separate  appropriation  for  403(b)  services. 

We  are  concerned,  however,  at  the  Administration's  proposal  to 
significantly  increase  payments  for  existing  services  by 
California,  Illinois,  Michigan  and  New  York  (more  than  doubling 
payments  by  the  latter  two) .   Statutory  minima  for  state  shares 
would  rise  from  45%  of  first-year  short-term  avoidable  operating 
costs  (65%  thereafter)  to  the  seune  shares  of  long-term  avoidable 
costs.   The  change  may  threaten  existing  services  and  dim 
prospects  for  bringing  new  states  and  services  into  the  program. 
In  short,  already-scarce  federal  (Amtrak)  matching  funds  for 
state  intercity  passenger  rail  programs  will  become  scarcer. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  Amtrak 's  share  of  403 (b) -related 
capital  costs.   For  example,  for  services  from  Chicago-Milwaukee 
to  Madison  and  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin  plans  trackwork  in  1995  with 
service  to  begin  in  1996.   The  state  has  66%  of  needed  capital 
dollars  in  hand  (vs.  20%  required  for  most  highway  projects),  but 
nothing  will  happen  if  Amtrak  has  nothing  to  contribute. 
Clearly,  the  solution  involves  providing  Amtrak  with  more  federal 
resources . 

VII.  MASS  TRANSIT 

Well-planned  "new  rail  starts"  will  grow  in  importance  as 
environmentally-sound  ways  to  meet  increased  urban  travel  demand, 
hence  our  opposition  to  the  proposed  cut.   Similarly,  we  fear 
proposed  reductions  in  federal  transit  operating  assistance  may 
lead  to  counterproductive  fare  increases.   Also,  if  the  federal 
government  provides  only  capital,  that  can  work  as  an  incentive 
to  run  e(iuipment  "into  the  ground"  because  it  is  easier  to  fund 
replacement  e<iuipment  than  proper  maintenance. 

We  agree  to  this  extent  with  Chairman  Carr's  comments  about 
expansion  of  Washington's  Metrorail  beyond  the  approved  103 
miles:  light  rail  in  certain  situations  can  provide  much  of  the 
benefits  of  heavy  rail  at  a  fraction  of  the  cost.   WMATA's  bias 
notwithstanding,  light  rail  has  a  role  to  play  in  the  Washington 
area. 
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APPENDIX    I. 

Appropriations  and  Obligation  Limitations  in  Appropriation  Acts 

NOTE:   For  each  year  shown,  first  hne  is  for  current  year  dollar  amounts.   Second  (italicized)  line  is  the  same 
amount  in  1983  dollars. 


Highways 


(S  billions) 
Aviation        Amtrak/H.S.R. 


Rail  as  percent  of 
road-air-rail  total 


1994 


$19,965 


$8,645 


$0,912 


3.1% 


1993 


18.254 


8.862 


0.896 


3.2 


1992 


18.585 


8.887 


0.860 


3,0 


1991 


1990 


1989 


1988 


1987 


1986 


1985 


1984 


1983 


1982 


15.088 

8.137 

0.815 

11.078 

5.974 

0.598 

13.560 

7.141 

0.629 

10375 

5.487 

0.481 

12.242 

6.390 

0.604 

9.57* 

5.)  53 

0.487 

1 1 .967 

5.714 

0.609 

10.116 

4.830 

0.515 

13.035 

5.170 

0.619 

11.474 

4.551 

0.545 

13.562 

4.640 

0.603 

12.374 

4.234 

0.550 

14.189 

5.184 

0.712 

13.187 

4.818 

0.662 

13.259 

4.065 

0.816 

12.761 

3.912 

0.785 

13.465 

4.031 

0.815 

13.519 

4.047 

0.818 

8.533 

2.930 

0.905 

S.842 

3.036 

0.938 

3.4 


2.9 


3.1 


3.3 


3.3 


3.2 


3.5 


4.5 


4.5 


7.3 


Change  1982-94,  current  dollars 

+  134.09'r 


+  \95.\Vc 


+0.8% 


Change  1982-91.  current  dollars 

+76.8% 


+  177.7% 


-11.0% 


Change  1982-91.  in  1983  dollars 

+25.5% 


+96.S% 


-56.2% 


-Source;  Various  Depanment  of  Transportation  Budgets  in  Brief. 
-National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers.  Februan,'  1994. 
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APPENDIX  II.   SUBSIDIES  TO  OTHER  MODES. 

In  1992,  highways  got  $19.6  billion  in  non-user  taxes, 
including  $12.3  billion  in  general  fund  appropriations,  $4.5 
billion  in  property  taxes  and  assessments,  and  $2.8  billion  in 
other  taxes/fees.   The  1992  total  in  these  categories  is  up  7% 
from  the  1990  level  of  $18.3  billion  and  is  up  56%  from  the  1982 
level  of  $12.6  billion. 

These  figures,  taken  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's 
Highway   Statistics  (table  HF-10),  exclude  highway-related  costs 
of  police  and  fire  depts.,  emergency  medical  service  providers, 
city/county  prosecutors,  and  tax  losses  from  land  paved  for 
automotive  purposes. 

According  to  Michael  Renner  of  the  WorldWatch  Institute,  in 
"Rethinking  the  Role  of  the  Automobile"  (June  1988),  "A  full 
accounting  of  the  manifold  subsidies  the  automobile  receives, 
plus  the  environmental  and  health  costs  it  entails,  might  cool 
the  passion  felt  for  cars . . . . In  the  U.  S.,  total  subsidies  may 
surpass  $300  billion  each  year--an  amount  equal  to  all  personal 
auto-related  expenditures.   A  preliminary,  conservative  estimate 
puts  the  subsidy  at  some  $2,400  for  every  passenger  car.   If 
these  expenses  were  reflected  in  retail  fuel  prices,  a  gallon  of 
gasoline  might  cost  as  much  as  $4.50.   Furthermore,  other,  less 
quantifiable  costs  of  the  auto  system  are  disregarded  in 
conventional  analyses  as  mere  'externalities.'   An  environment 
tax,  assessed  either  on  automobiles  or  fuels,  would  help 
internalize  these  costs." 

James  J.  MacKenzie  of  the  World  Resources  Institute  reached 
similar  conclusions  in  his  1992  paper,  THE  GOING  RATE:  What  it 
Really  Costs    to  Drive. 

Railroad  passengers  paid  $2.0  billion  worth  of  federal  passen- 
ger ticket  taxes  from  ^942  through  1962.   [Rail  freight  shippers 
paid  $3.1  billion  in  federal  freight  waybill  taxes  1942-1958]. 
(These  sums  would  be  far  larger  if  stated  in  1992  dollars!)   The 
Senate  Commerce  Committee's  Doyle  Report  ("National  Transpor- 
tation Policy,"  June  26,  1961)  cited  this  teuc  as  "one  of  the 
factors  under  Federal  control  which  favors  the  growth  of  private 
transportation  and  makes  the  preservation  of  public  service  more 
difficult. " 

Federal  aviation  subsidies  through  mid-1988  totaled  $32.8 
billion  (adding  figures  in  the  next  two  paragraphs) .   This 
excludes  spin-off  benefits  to  airlines  from  the  military  aero- 
space research  prograim;  the  airports'  tax-free  bonds;  and  the 
costs  of  unnecessary  damage  to  the  environment  and  our  trade 
deficit  caused  by  overdependence  on  short-distance  flights  and 
neglect  of  high  speed  rail.   (The  national  Amtrak  system  is 
almost  twice  as  energy  efficient  per  passenger-mile  than  the 
airlines. ) 
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[Air  passengers  also  paid  the  federal  passenger  ticket  tax 
(originally  imposed  as  a  war  emergency  measure) ,  but  the  federal 
government  was  busily  investing  in  air  facilities  at  almost  five 
times  the  rate  at  which  air  ticket  tax  revenues  were  being 
collected.   "Airport  and  airway  development  costs  incurred  prior 
to  the  assessment  of  user  charges  in  1971  have  been  treated  as 
sunk  costs,  none  of  which  have  been  or  will  be  paid  for  by  air 
carriers  and  other  system  users ... .these  sunk  costs  total  $15 .8 
billion. "   --Study  of  Federal  Aid   to  Rail    Tranaportation,    U.  S. 
Department  of  Transportation,  January  1977  (under  President 
Ford).   (Air  passengers  paid  no  federal  ticket  tax  1963-70.)] 

Based  on  the  FAA's  estimate  "that  private-sector  users  are 
responsible  for  about  85%  of  FAA's  spending  for  aviation 
programs, "  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  concluded  that 
private-sector  air  users  "have  received  a  general  fund  subsidy  of 
$17  billion,  which  is  equal  to  the  difference  between  the 
private-sector  share  of  FAA  spending  and  aviation-related  excise 
taxes  since  the  start  of  the  trust  fund."   CBO  special  study.  The 
Status   of   the  Airport   and  Airway  Trust   Fund,    December  1988. 

If  air  users  "paid  for  all  the  costs"  they  cause,  the  air 
trust  fund  "would  be  running  a  deficit  of  more  than  $1  billion 
annually."   --Victor  S.  Rezendes,  Associate  Director-- 
Transportation  Issues,  General  Accounting  Office,  May  11,  1989, 
Testimony  before  the  Senate  Appropiations  Subcommittee  on 
Transportation . 

AIRPORTS  "NEED"  TAX-FREE  BONDS:   "It  is  inconceivable  that  a 
modern  airport,  which  under  the  existing  tax  code  includes  such 
public  service  accommodations  as  terminals  and  their  related 
retail  stores,  runways,  hangars,  loading  facilities,  cargo 
buildings,  parking  areas  and  maintenance  bases,  as  well  as 
appropriately  sized  inflight  meal  facilities,  hotels  and  meeting 
facilities,  could  be  provided  on  any  adequate  scale  by  taxable 
financing."   --Robert  J.  Aaronson,  (then- ) Director  of  Aviation, 
Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  in  Aviation  Week   £ 
Space   Technology,    September  16,  1985. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

I  sense  you  have  a  differing  opinion  on  a  BRAC  Commission  to 
look  at  it,  and  that  is  okay.  I  just  do  not  think  we  are  going  to  be 
funding  a  lot  more.  If  you  look  at  the  number  of  people  riding  the 
rails  versus  those  that  are  flying  in  airplanes,  and  you  look  at 
groups  like  Southwestern  and  others  that  are  beating  the  railroads, 
if  something  dramatic  is  not  done,  then  the  very  thing  you  want 
to  take  place  will  be  just  the  opposite. 

So  if  you  do  not  look  at  a  problem  and  deal  with  a  problem,  it 
becomes  a  greater  problem.  The  Amtrak  ads  say  they  are  going  to 
do  all  these  wonderful  things,  and  people  get  on  and  there  is  snow 
inside  the  windows  and  the  rain  is  coming  in  and  the  cars  are 
breaking  down,  and  fewer  and  fewer  people  are  riding. 

The  previous  witness,  or  three  before,  made  a  comment  just  the 
opposite;  that  there  are  areas  that  you  cannot  justify  the  service 
on,  and  if  you  do  not  look  at  that,  then  I  think  what  will  happen 
is  Amtrak  will  suffer  even  more.  But  I  guess  we  will  just  have  to 
see. 

But  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Capon.  Thank  you. 

I  think  Mr.  Downs  is  making  the  strongest  case  he  can  for  the 
biggest  capital  investment  possible  and  that  is  exactly  what  I 
would  do  if  I  was  in  his  position.  I  think  that  if  one  hopefully  sees 
the  President's  funding  request — ^if  Amtrak  winds  up  with  some- 
what more  than  what  the  President  has  propK)sed,  that  will  fall 
short  of  what  Amtrak  has  requested,  and  there  will  be  problems. 
But  as  some  of  the  points  in  my  statement  that  I  did  not  read  sug- 
gest, I  think  that  the  drama  that  some  have  implied  has  been  over- 
stated, and  that  the  system  will  survive  in  better  shape  than  some 
of  the  newspaper  coverage  has  suggested. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  may  be,  but  I  would  urge  you,  because  I  know  you 
are  very,  very  sincere,  and  I  would  urge  you  to  look  at  the  GAO 
testimony,  too.  The  GAO  testimony  paints  a  very,  very  bleak  pic- 
ture. And  GAO  really  has  no  dog  in  this  race.  They  are  not  trying 
to  pick  one  side  or  the  other,  and  they,  the  same  day,  GAO  and 
Tom  Downs  together  painted  a  very,  very  bleak  scenario.  If  you 
have  not  seen  it. 

Mr.  Capon.  I  am  familiar  with  that  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  did  not  paint  a  very  positive  picture. 

But,  anyway,  we  will  see  and  do  the  best  we  can.  I  think  if  some- 
thing is  not  done  this  thing  will  continue  to  get  worse  and  worse 
and  fewer  and  fewer  people  are  taking  the  trains.  You  can  now  fly. 

The  competition  in  the  New  York  corridor — if  I  have  to  go  to  New 
York,  I  would  much  rather  take  a  train  than  to  fly,  but  the  com- 
petition, they  are  dropping  prices.  Now  the  rate  right  out  of  here 
to  Newark  is  $51.  Amtrak  cannot  compete  with  that.  And  you  look 
at  what  is  taking  place  and  you  look  at  the  breakdowns  and  the 
schedule  problems,  you  know,  but  let's  see. 

Mr.  Capon.  That  goes  partly  to  my  reference  to  the  need  for  fur- 
ther progress  on  the  work  rule  issues. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  would  have  them  look  at  that,  too.  That  is  some- 
thing, you  are  right,  that  has  to  be  looked  at.  If  there  were  a 
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BRAC-type  Commission  to  look  at  this,  I  think  that  would  have  to 
be  one  of  the  major  things  you  would  look  at. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Capon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  Mr.  Capon 

Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
AMTRAK  RAILWAY  WORKERS  COALITION 

WITNESS 

ANTHONY  L.  MANISTA,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  TWU/JCC  L.L.  2015,  AMTRAK 
RAILWAY  WORKERS  COALITION 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  hear  from  Anthony  Manista,  Vice  Presi- 
dent of  the  TWU  on  behalf  of  the  Amtrak  Railway  Workers  Coali- 
tion. 

Mr.  Manista.  Just  a  local,  2015. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Soon  to  be.  You  are  moving  up. 

Mr.  Manista.  As  long  as  the  money  goes  with  it.  Good  afternoon, 
and  my  name  is  Anthony  Manista,  and  thank  you  for  the  pro- 
motion. 

I  am  an  Amtrak  employee  and  here  today  to  express  some  con- 
cerns of  Amtrak  employees  as  part  of  Amtrak's  rail  Workers  local, 
we  believe  it  is  important  for  all  of  you  to  hear  from  the  men  and 
women  who  service  and  maintain  the  equipment  that  carries  all 
these  passengers  up  and  down  the  rails. 

Working  in  the  Maintenance  of  Equipment  Department  for  ap- 
proximately 13  years,  I  have  seen  firsthand  the  slow  growth  of  Am- 
trak. During  many  of  the  past  13  years,  we  have  been  threatened 
by  the  thought  of  cutbacks  by  Congress. 

These  shortfalls  then  trickle  down  to  the  employees  who  are  the 
very  backbone  of  the  railroad.  When  cuts  are  made,  services  must 
be  reduced  and  ultimately  employees  are  furloughed. 

We  appreciate  the  Clinton  request  for  an  increase  in  funding,  but 
we  feel  there  is  an  even  greater  need  than  Amtrak  is  requesting 
and  we  do  support  Amtrak's  request.  Some  of  our  stations  and 
maintenance  facilities  are  very  old  and  are  in  need  of  major  im- 
provements. Some  equipment  is  obsolete  and  over  30  years  old. 
Some  tools  and  training  have  been  passed  down  from  worker  to 
worker  and  generation  to  generation. 

In  spite  of  these  and  other  shortcomings,  management  and  labor 
have  worked  diligently  together  to  provide  and  maintain  a  safe  and 
cost-effective  passenger  railroad,  which  ridership  and  revenue  have 
increased  steadily.  We  as  Amtrak  employees  are  very  proud  of  this. 

We  believe  there  is  a  need  for  a  new  and  dedicated  commitment 
from  Congress.  A  commitment  which  will  allow  us  to  improve  and 
stabilize  the  service,  maintenance,  and  reliability  of  our  present 
system,  while  allowing  us  to  expand  into  the  21st  Century  with 
enough  money  for  new  equipment,  facilities,  tools  and  training. 

A  dedicated  source  of  funding  for  Amtrak  could  help  resolve  some 
of  these  problems.  At  the  very  least,  Congress  needs  to  allow  States 
to  spend  their  flexible  highway  funds  on  intercity  passenger  rail. 

To  maintain  and  increase  the  level  of  service  Americans  expect, 
we  need  new  buildings,  new  tools,  new  technology  and  the  skills  to 
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make  it  successful,  and  that  takes  money.  We  cannot  continue  to 
just  survive.  It  will  take  men  and  women  with  foresight  to  be  able 
to  anticipate  our  needs  in  the  future. 

Amtrak  is  going  to  expand  and  grow,  and  all  of  you  will  be  re- 
sponsible to  determine  at  what  rate  we  are  going  to  expand.  By  in- 
vesting more  money  in  Amtrak,  you  will  be  investing  in  the  back- 
bone of  the  United  States  of  America's  transpK)rtation  system  and 
in  that  process  many  businesses  will  flourish  and  create  additional 
employment  for  Americans. 

This  year,  Amtrak  is  asking  for  an  increase  in  funding  which  we 
desperately  need  to  improve  our  present  railroad  system.  We  are 
asking  all  of  you  to  be  part  of  a  vision.  That  vision  is  a  new  and 
modem  passenger  railroad  system  in  the  United  States  one  that 
this  country  can  be  proud  of. 

We  ask  that  you  appropriate  the  necessary  funding  that  will 
allow  us  to  furnish  the  American  people  the  finest  national  pas- 
senger railway  system  this  government  can  provide. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Anthony  Manista  follows:] 
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Ladies  and  Gentleman, 

My  name  is  Anthony  L  Manista,  and  1  am  an  Amtrak  employee    I'm  here  today  to 
express  some  concerns  of  Amtrak  employees    As  part  of  Amtrak's  Railway  Workers  Coalition    we 
believe  that  it  is  important  for  all  of  you  to  hear  from  the  men  and  women  who  service  and  maintain 
the  equipment  that  carries  thousands  of  Americans  each  day 

Working  in  the  maintenance  of  equipment  department  for  approximately  1 3  years,  I  have 
seen  first  hand  the  slow  growth  of  Amtrak  During  many  of  the  past  1.3  years  we've  been  threatened 
by  the  thought  of  cut-backs  by  congress  These  shortfalls  then  trickle  down  to  the  employees  who 
are  the  very  back  bone  of  the  railroad  When  cuts  are  made  service  must  be  reduced,  and  ultimately 
employees  are  furloughed 

We  appreciate  the  Clinton  request  for  an  increase  in  funding,  but  we  feel  there  is  even  a 
greater  need  than  Amtrak's  is  requesting,  we  support  Amtrak's  request  Some  of  our  stations  and 
maintenance  facilities  are  very  old  and  are  in  need  of  major  improvements  Some  equipment  is 
obsolete  and  over  30  years  old  Some  tools  and  training  have  been  passed  down  from  worker  to 
worker,  from  generation  to  generation  In  spite  of  these  and  other  shortcomings,  management  and 
labor  have  worked  diligently  together  to  provide  and  maintain  a  safe  and  cost-effective  passenger 
railroad,  whose  ridership  and  revenue  have  increased  steadily  We  as  Amtrak  employees  are  very 
proud  of  this 

We  believe  there  is  a  need  for  a  new  and  dedicated  commitment  from  congress  A 
commitment  which  will  allow  us  to  improve  and  stabilize  the  service,  maintenance,  and  reliability  of 
our  present  system,  while  allowing  us  to  expand  into  the  2 1  st  century  with  enough  money  for  new 
equipment,  facilities,  tools  and  training.  A  dedicated  source  of  funding  for  Amtrak  could  help 
resolve  some  of  these  problems  At  the  very  least  Congress  needs  to  allow  States  to  spend  their 
flexible  highway  funds  on  intercity  passenger  rail 

To  maintain  and  increase  the  level  of  service  Americans  expect,  we  need  new  buildings, 
new  tools,  new  technology,  and  the  skills  to  make  it  successful,  and  that  takes  money  We  cannot 
continue  to  just  survive  It  will  take  men  and  women  with  foresight  to  be  able  to  anticipate  our 
needs  in  the  future,  and  you  are  those  men  and  women  Amtrak  is  going  to  expand  and  grow,  and 
all  of  you  will  be  respoiisible  to  decide  at  what  rate  we  will  grow  By  investing  more  money  in 
Amtrak,  you  will  be  investing  in  the  backbone  of  the  United  States  of  America's  transportation 
system,  and  in  that  process  many  businesses  will  flourish,  and  create  additional  employment  for  the 
American  people 

This  year  Amtrak  is  asking  for  an  increase  in  funding,  which  we  desperately  need  to 
improve  our  railroad  We  are  asking  all  of  you  to  be  pan  of  the  vision  That  vision  is  a  new  and 
modem  Passenger  Railroad  System  in  the  United  States,  one  that  this  country  will  surely  be  proud 
of  Appropriate  the  necessary  funding  that  will  allow  us  to  furnish  the  American  people  the  finest 
National  Passenger  Railroad  System  this  government  can  provide. 

Sav  YES  to  Amtrak 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Manista. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time. 

Do  you  have  any  thought  about  doing  something  so  that  we 
would  look  at  Amtrak  with  sort  of  a  Base  Closing-type  Commission, 
to  look  at  how  we  can  strengthen  and  maybe  reduce  some  of  the 
routes  and  make  some  changes? 

Mr.  Manista.  I  don't  know  if  reducing  the  routes  would  be  the 
answer.  I  don't  really  know  whether  that  is  going  to  benefit  the 
funds  that  we  need.  By  cutting  it  out,  are  we  going  to  use  that  ad- 
ditional money  in  other  places?  That,  I  can't  answer. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  would  not  be  cutting  money.  We  would  be  looking 
at  how  you  can  save  and  cut,  perhaps,  services.  Maybe  even  in- 
crease the  money,  but  still  keep  the  system  viable.  Maybe  there  are 
stops  that  have  been  mandated,  legislated,  that  they  are  doing  now 
that  nobody  gets  on,  nobody  gets  on. 

Mr.  Manista.  It  would  not  be  a  national  passenger  railroad  sys- 
tem then,  if  we  cannot  run  cross-country. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  you  do  not  have  to  stop  at  every  place. 

Mr.  Manista.  A^eed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Manista.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Manista.  Thank  you. 

Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
SMOKERS'  RIGHTS  ON  AMTRAK 

WITNESS 

SUE    R    HENDERSON,    ESQUIRE,    PRESIDENT,    FLORIDA    SMOKERS' 
RIGHTS  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  Sue  Henderson,  President  of  the 
Florida  Smokers'  Rights  Association. 

Welcome. 

Ms.  Henderson.  Cjood  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Wolf. 
May  name  is  Sue  Henderson,  I  am  an  attorney  and  the  President 
of  Florida  Smokers'  Rights  Association,  Incorporated.  I  am  also  a 
former  Assistant  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of  Florida  who  was 
fired  last  July  1993  because  I  spoke  out  about  smokers'  rights. 

I  do  not  advocate  smoking.  I  am  not  trying  to  convert  anyone.  I 
am  not  funded  and  I  receive  no  pay  for  the  work  that  I  do  on  behalf 
of  my  State  organization.  But  I  came  to  Washington  today  to  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  50  million  smokers  and  their  families  in  America. 

Amtrak  has  already  promulgated  additional  smoking  bans  to 
begin  in  May  1994.  Amtrak  has  no  basis  for  discriminating  against 
approximately  one-fourth  of  the  population,  which  will  affect  ap- 
proximately one-third  of  Amtrak's  passengers  when  families  and 
traveling  companions  are  included. 

Smokers  have  been  beat  up,  beat  down  and  ostracized  outside  of 
public  buildings  that  we  helped  pay  for.  Now  Amtrak  is  planning 
to  throw  us  off  its  trains.  This  is  unacceptable. 

Smokers  have  no  voice  in  America  anjmiore,  and  yet  our  tax  dol- 
lars are  being  given  to  Amtrak.  This  is  unacceptable. 


448 

If  smokers  are  not  socially  acceptable  to  Amtrak,  then  our  money 
should  not  be  acceptable  either.  Riding  trains  can  be  hazardous  to 
your  health,  just  like  putting  rubber  to  the  road  is  very  hazardous. 
Add  the  stress  of  being  a  member  of  a  new  group  of  citizens  that 
are  hated,  mistreated  and  discriminated  against  just  because  they 
have  made  a  personal  choice  to  use  legal  tobacco  products  and  you 
have  a  very  large  drain  on  America's  health  care  dollars.  No  one 
is  measuring  these  costs. 

Amtrak's  employees  who  smoke  have  been  effectively  prevented 
from  speaking  out  against  smoking  bans  at  their  workplace.  They 
are  being  held  hostage  by  their  jobs.  They  are  being  held  hostage 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  fraudulent  report  on  en- 
vironmental tobacco  smoke. 

It  is  now  politically  correct  to  perpetuate  the  fraud  that  has  been 
perpetrated  on  the  American  public  with  rotten,  corrupt  science. 
Where  is  the  health  or  scientific  reason  for  not  allowing  smoking 
on  Amtrak? 

Each  railway  car  has  separate  air  ventilation,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose, might  as  well  be  1,000  miles  apart.  With  the  additional  smok- 
ing bans,  first-class  Amtrak  patrons  will  be  asked  to  spend  any- 
where from  $200  to  $300  for  an  overnight  super-deluxe,  privately 
enclosed  bedroom  and  be  expected  to  rouse  themselves  at  all  hours 
of  the  night  to  get  up  and  go  off  the  train  on  to  deserted  platforms 
for  a  smoke. 

Smokers  will  assess  the  much  shorter  time  of  an  airline  flight, 
sans  this  type  of  mistreatment,  and  Amtrak  will  be  the  loser.  In 
these  cases,  there  will  be  no  need  to  organize  a  boycott.  In  these 
cases,  there  will  be  a  self-imposed  boycott. 

Amtrak's  smoking  bans  look  and  smell  like  the  current  witch 
hunt  that  is  ongoing  in  this  country.  The  anti-smokers  have  been 
fired  up  to  sound  like  lunatics.  Statesmen,  governmental  institu- 
tions and  quasi-public  and  private  agencies  have  joined  their  goose- 
stepping  ranks. 

It  is  un-American  to  try  to  create  a  separate  society  for  people 
who  choose  to  use  legal  tobacco  products  and  who  participate  in  in- 
nocent activity.  The  Revolution  was  funded  by  tobacco  and  our 
country  was  founded  on  tolerance. 

The  Amtrak  Act  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  achieving  eco- 
nomic viability.  To  discount  and  throw  off  one-fourth  of  Amtrak's 
passengers  is  a  very  uneconomical  policy.  Amtrak  is  running  with 
fear  and  intimidation  from  the  threat  of  lawsuits  by  its  non- 
smoking employees.  Amtrak  is  running  with  fear  and  intimidation 
from  pressure  by  the  White  House.  Fear  and  intimidation  also 
drove  prohibition  and  the  anti-Communist  movement  of  the  1950s. 
Ajntrak  should  be  embarrassed  to  join  in  this  fanaticism. 

Americans  who  smoke  have  had  their  voices  gagged  by  the 
daughters  of  doom,  the  American  Heart  Association,  the  American 
Lung  Association,  and  American  Cancer  Society.  We  have  been 
falsely  accused  of  murder  without  one  body  or  without  one  death 
certificate  citing  environmental  tobacco  smoke.  Smokers  have  been 
hung  out  to  dry  with  no  constitutional  protection. 

The  smokers  I  represent  in  Florida  and  the  smokers  I  influence 
nationally  will  be  asked  to  join  in  a  boycott  against  Amtrak  if  the 
additional  smoking  bans  go  into  effect.  They  will  also  be  asked  to 
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join  in  a  boycott  at  the  polls  against  all  politicians  who  favor  dis- 
crimination against  smokers. 

If  the  subcommittee  chooses  to  ignore  the  people  I  represent  here 
today  and  additional  smoking  bans  begin  in  May,  then  we  demand 
a  ban  on  one-third  of  Amtrak's  future  appropriations.  This  ban  rep- 
resents the  tax  dollars  paid  by  Americans  who  smoke  and  their 
families  who  will  be  affected  by  the  bans  on  smoking. 

It  has  become  obvious  to  me  that  Amtrak  officials  have  a  one- 
track  mind;  that  is  narrow-gage,  with  no  switching  facilities.  Dis- 
crimination against  smokers  must  stop  for  the  alternative  is  social 
cleansing  without  the  ovens. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Members  of  this  subcommittee 
wake  up  before  you  find  that  you  have  been  asleep  at  the  switch. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Henderson. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions. 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Price.  We  appreciate  your  being  here. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Sue  Henderson  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 
SUE  R.  HENDERSON,  ESQUIRE 
PRESIDENT,  FLORIDA  SMOKERS'  RIGHTS  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 
TAMPA,  FLORIDA 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESEKTATIVES 

APRIL  25,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcotmittee: 

My  name  is  Sue  Henderson.  I  am  an  attorney  and  the  President  of  Florida 
Smokers'  Rights  Association,  Inc.  I  am  a  former  Assistant  Attorney  General 
of  the  State  of  Florida  who  was  fired  last  July  1993  for  speaking  out  about 
smokers '  rights . 

I  do  not  advocate  smoking.  I  am  not  trying  to  convert  anyone.  I  am  not 
funded  and  receive  no  pay  for  the  work  I  do  on  behalf  of  my  state 
organization. 

I  ceime  to  Washington  today  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  fifty  million  smokers 
and  their  families  in  America.  Amtrak  has  already  promulgated  additional 
smoking  bans  to  begin  in  May  1994.  Amtrak  has  no  basis  for  discriminating 
against  approximately  one-fourth  (1/4)  of  the  population  which  will  affect 
approximately  one-third  (1/3)  of  Amtrak's  passengers  when  families  and 
traveling  companions  are  included. 

Smokers  have  been  beat  up,  beat  down,  and  ostracized  outside  of  public 
buildings  that  we  helped  pay  for.  Now  Amtrak  is  planning  to  throw  us  off 
its  trains.  This  is  unacceptable.  Smokers  have  no  voice  in  America 
anymore  and  yet  our  tax  dollars  are  being  given  to  Amtrak.  This  is 
unacceptable.  If  smokers  are  not  socially  acceptable  to  Amtrak,  then  our 
money  should  not  be  acceptable  either. 

Riding  trains  can  be  hazardous  to  your  health,  just  like  putting  rubber  to 
the  road  is  very  hazardous.  Add  the  stress  of  being  a  member  of  a  new 
group  of  citizens  that  are  hated,  mistreated,  and  discriminated  against 
just  because  they  have  made  a  personal  choice  to  use  legal  tobacco  products 
and  you  have  a  very  large  drain  on  America's  health  care  dollars.  No  one 
is  measuring  these  costs. 

Amtrak's  employees  who  smoke  have  been  effectively  prevented  from  speaking 
out  against  smoking  bans  at  their  workplace.  They  are  being  held  hostage 
by  their  jobs.  They  are  being  held  hostage  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  (EPA's)  fraudulent  report  on  environmental  tobacco  smoke  (ETS). 
It  is  now  politically  correct  to  perpetuate  the  fraud  that  has  been 
perpetrated  on  the  American  public  with  rotten,  corrupt  science. 
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Where  is  the  health  or  scientific  reason  for  not  allowing  smoking  on 
Amtrak?  Each  railway  car  has  separate  air  ventilation  and  for  that  purpose 
might  as  well  be  one  thousand  (1,000)  miles  apart.  With  the  additional 
smoking  bans,  first-class  Amtrak  patrons  will  be  asked  to  spend  anywhere 
from  two  hundred  ($200.00)  to  three  hundred  ($300.00)  dollars  for  an 
overnight,  super-deluxe,  privately-enclosed  bedroom  and  be  expected  to 
rouse  themselves  at  all  hours  of  the  night  to  get  up  and  go  off  the  train 
onto  deserted  platforms  for  a  smoke.  Smokers  will  assess  the  much  shorter 
time  of  an  airline  flight  sans  the  mistreatment  and  Amtrak  will  be  the 
loser.  In  these  cases,  there  will  be  no  need  to  organize  a  boycott.  In 
these  cases,  there  will  be  a  self-imposed  boycott. 

Amtrak 's  smoking  bans  look  and  smell  like  the  current  witch  hunt  that  is 
on-going  in  this  country.  The  anti-smokers  have  been  fired  up  to  sound 
like  lunatics.  Statesmen,  governmental  institutions,  and,  quasi-public  and 
private  agencies  have  joined  their  goose-stepping  ranks.  It  is  un-American 
to  try  to  create  a  separate  society  for  people  who  choose  to  use  legal 
tobacco  products  and  who  participate  in  innocent  activity.  The  Revolution 
was  funded  by  tobacco  and  our  country  was  founded  on  tolerance. 

The  Amtrak  Act  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  achieving  economic  viability. 
To  discount  and  throw  off  one-fourth  (1/4)  of  Amtrak 's  passengers  is  a  very 
uneconomical  policy.   Why  would   any  non-goose-stepper  take  such  action? 

Amtrak  is  running  with  fear  and  intimidation  from  the  threat  of  law  suits 
by  its  non-smoking  employees.  Amtrak  is  running  with  fear  and  intimidation 
from  pressure  by  the  White  House.  Fear  and  intimidation  also  drove 
Prohibition  and  the  anti-communist  movement  of  the  1950 's.  Amtrak  should 
be  embarrassed  to  join  in  this  fanaticism. 

Americans  who  smoke  have  had  their  voices  gagged  by  the  "Daughters  of  Doom" 
(American  Heart  Association,  American  Lung  Association,  and  American  Cancer 
Society).  We  have  been  falsely  accused  of  murder  without  one  (1)  body  or 
without  one  (1)  death  certificate  citing  ETS.  Smokers  have  been  hung  out 
to  dry  with  no  Constitutional  protection. 

The  smokers  I  represent  in  Florida  and  the  smokers  I  influence  nationally 
will  be  asked  to  join  in  a  boycott  against  Amtrak  if  the  additional  smoking 
bans  go  into  effect.  They  will  also  be  asked  to  join  in  a  boycott  at  the 
polls  against  all   politicians  who  favor  discrimination  against  smokers. 

If  this  subcommittee  chooses  to  ignore  the  people  I  represent  here  today 
and  additional  smoking  bans  begin  in  May,  then  we  demand  a  ban  on  one-third 
(1/3)  of  Amtrak's  future  appropriations.  This  ban  represents  the  tax 
dollars  paid  by  Americans  who  smoke  and  their  families  who  will  be  affected 
by  bans  on  smoking. 

It  has  become  obvious  to  me  that  Amtrak  officials  have  a  one-track  mind 
that  is  narrow-gage  with  no  switching  facilities.  Discrimination  against 
smokers  must  stop  for  the  alternative  is  social  cleansing  without  the 
ovens.  I  respectfully  request  that  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  wakeup 
before  you  find  that  you  have  been  asleep  at  the  switch  and  that  your 
caboose  has  been  de-railed. 

Thank  you. 
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DetJOit.  MI 


Nickie 

McWHIRTER  ' 

Computer  blows  out 
smoking-related 
death  figures  with 
no  real  human  facts 

I  recently  read  that  435,000 
Americans  die  every  year  from 
smoking-related  illnesses.  That 
sounds  like  a  rock-hard,  irrefut- 
able fact,  and  pretty  scary.  How  are 
.  such  stiitistics  determined?  1  phoned 
the  American  Lung  Association's 
Southfield  office  to  find  out. 

No  one  there  seemed  to  know. 
However,  a  friendly  voice  said  most 
such  numbers  come  from  the  Nation- 
al Center  of  HeaJth  Statistics.  That's 
a  branch  of  the  National  Centers  for 
Disease  Control.  The  friendly  voice 
provided  a  phone  number  in  New 
.York  City. 

Wrong  number.  The  New  York 
office  collects  only  morbidity  data,  I 
was  told.  I  needed  mortality  data.  1 
was  given  another  phone  number  to 
try.  Wrong  again. 

Several  bureaucratically  misdi- 
rected calls  lat«r,  I  spoke  with  some- 
one in  Statistical  Resources  at 
NCHS.  He  said  bis  office  collects 
mortality  data  based  on  death  certifi- 
cat«s.  Progress!  Data  is  categorized 
by  race,  sei,  age,  geographic  location, 
he  said,  but  not  smoking.  Never.  No 
progress.    ' 

He  suggested  I  phone  the  Office  of 
Smoking  and  Health,  Rockville,  Md., 
and  provided  a  number.  That  phone 
had  been  disconnected. 

Was  I  discouraged?  No!  Ultimate- 
ly, and  several  unfruitful  phone  calls 
later,  I  found  a  government  informa- 
tion operator  in  Washington,  D.C., 
with  a  relatively  new  phone  directory 
and  a  helpful  attitude.  She  found  a 
listing  for  the  elusive  Office  of  Smok- 
ing and  Health,  in  Atlanta. 


Bingo!  Noel  Barith,  public  infor- 
mation officer,  said  the  435,000  fig- 
ure probably  came  from  its  comput- 
ers. S&H  generates  lota  of  statistics 
concerning  "smoking-related"  stuff, 
he  said.  It's  all  done  using  a  formula 
programed  into  the  computers. 

Really?  Since  I  had  already  deter- 
mined that  no  lifestyle  data  on  indi- 
vidual patients  and  their  medical  his- 
tories is  ever  collected,  how  can  the 
computer  possibly  decide  if  deaths 
are  smoking  related?  Barith  didn't 
know.  Maybetbeperson  who  devised 
-this  computer  program  knows.  Bar- 
ith promised  to  have  a  computer  ex-' 
pert  return  my  call. 

The  next  day,  SAMMEC  Opera- 
tions Manager,  Richard  Lawton, 
phoned.  SAMMEC,  I  learned,  is  the 
name  of  the  computer  program.  Ita 
initials  stand  for  Smoking  Attribut- 
able Morbidity,  Mortality  and  Eco- 
nomic Cost. 

The  computer  is  fed  raw  data  and 
SAMMEC  employs  various  complpi 
mathematical  formulas  to  determine 
how  many  people  in  various  age 
groups,  locations  and  heaven  knows 
what  other  categories  are  likely  to  get 
'ick  or  die  from  what  diseases  and 
how  many  of  these  can  be  assumed  to 
be  smoking  related. 

Assumed?  This  is  all  guess  work? 
Sort  of.  Lawton  confirmed  that  no 
real  people,  living  or  dead,  are  stud- 
ied, no  doctors  consulted,  no  envi- 
ronmental factors  considered. 

Lawton  was  absolutely  lyrical 
about  SAMMEC  and  its  capabilities, 
however,  provided  one  can  feed  it  the 
appropriate  SAFs.  What's.are  SAFs? 

"That's  the  smoking  attributable 
fraction  for  each  disease  or  group  of 
people  studied,"  he  said.  It  sounded 
like  handicapping  horses.  Lawton 
began  to  explain  how  to  arrive  at  an 
SAF,u3ingan  equation  that  remind- 
ed me  a  lot  of  Miss  Foster's  algebra 
class. 


'Wait  a  minute!"  I  commanded.  "I 
don't  need  to  know  that.  1  need  to 
know  if  the  SAFs  and  all  the  rest  of 
this  procedure  and  program  yield  val- 
id, factual  information.  To  know  that 
we  must  know  if  sometime,  some- 
where, some  human  being  or  human 
ijeings  actually  looked  at  records  of 
•ithethuman  beings,  smokers  and 
nonsmokers,  talked  to  their  doctors, 
gathered  enough  information  from 
reality  even  to  BEGIN  to  devise  a 
mathematical  formula  that  MIGHT 
be  applied  to  large  groups  of  people 
much  later,  without  ever  needing  to 
study  those  people,  and  could  be  ex- 
pected to  yield  TRUE  FACTS  with- 
in a  reasonable  margin  of  enor?  Who 
did  that?  Can  you  tell  me,  Mr.  SAM- 
MEC expert?" 

Nice  guy,  Lawton,  but  he  didn't 
have  a  clue.  He  said  he  thought  the 
original  work  concerning  real  people, 
their  deaths  and  evidence  of  smoking 
involvement  was  part  of  work  done 
by  a  couple  of  epidemiologists,  A.M. 
and  D.E.  Lilienfeld.  It's  all  in  a  book 
titled  Foundations  of  Epidemiology, 
published  about  1980  by  Ox/ord  Uni- 
versity Press,  he  said.  SAMMEC 
came  later,  based  on  the  LOienfelds' 
work.  Maybe.  He  wasn't  sure. 

I  was  unable  to  find  the  book,  or 
the  Lilienfelds. 

So  there  we  have  it.  Research 
shall  continue,  but  so  far  it  has  only 
revealed  that  no  one  churning  out 
statistics  knows  anything  about 
smoking  and  its  relationship,  if  any, 
to  diseases  and  death.  A  computer 
knows  everything,  based  on  mystical 
formulas  of  unknown  origin,  content 
and  reliability.  Raw  data  in,  startling 
statistics  out.  SAMMEC  speaks, 
truth  is  revealed!  Oh,  brave  new 
world. 

Are  there  435,000  smoking-relat- 
ed deaths  per  year  in  America?  May- 
be. I  can  tell  you  this  with  absolute 
■certainty,  however:  No  human  be- 
ings are  ever  studied  to  fuid  out. 
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THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  TRIBUNE  (CALIFORNIA)  --  August  12,  1993 

Once  the  smoke  clears,  the  battle  will  be  won 


Stajt  WrTTZI! 


It  is  lime.  I  do  believ?,  to  Ukt  off  the  lud 
gloves  It  Ij  tune,  indeed,  to  throw 
down  the  gann'JeL  It  la  time  to  call  a 
pig  a  swine,  and  let  the  consequences 
be  damned.  It  is  dme  to  leE  jtsu  what  I 
really  think  of  people  who  smoke  in  restau- 
rants —  especially  people  who  smoke  in 
restaunmts  and  are  seated  In  such  a  fashion 
that  their  smoke  blows  in  my  face. 

It  is  time  to  get  dowTi  to  brass  lacks.  To  be 
perfectly  simple,  they  should  be  dropped  Into 
large  pits  fdled  with  steaming  mountains  of 
goat  custards.  WhUe  in  those  pits,  they 
should  be  clubbed  relentlessly  by  rabid  trolls 
and  poked  with  sharp  sticks  by  falen  aneels 
risen  from  the  lower  depths. 

They  do  not.  you  might  notica.  Inspire 
large  quantitifis  of  sympathy  in  my  usually 
magiunjmous  heart  Det  me  tell  you  a  story 

or  three  about  why 

Some  Ume  ago,  I  was  sitting  In  a  very 
•iniaii  very  smart  too-trendyfor-words 
restaurant  on 


People  who 

smoke  in 

restaurants 

should  be 

dropped  into 

large  pits  filled 

with  steaming 

mountains  of 

goat  custards 


.Melrose.  It  is  not  a 
good  restaurant  for 
cigar  smoking.  But 
it  was  a  cigar,  a 
very  lar^  cigar, 
that  the  equally 
large  gsm  at  the 
nert  table  lit  up.  h\ 
the  midst  of  eating 
some  ertcellent 
salmon-filled  ravio- 
li In  a  zucchini 
sauce,  my  eojoy- 
menl  of  the  com- 
ple.'Qty  of  the  an> 
-'-———^—    nias  arising  from 
my  plate  w-as  abruptly  cut  off  b>-  a  srr.eU  of 
what  seemed  to  be  rass  soaked  in  coal  tar, 
being  skiwly  turned  in  a  toxic  waste  dump. 

My  former  wife,  being  somewhat  more 
aggressive  than  I,  leaped  to  her  feet,  and 
tried  to  politely  ask  the  lard  bt;cket  who  was 
smokng  LMs  roll  of  putrescence  to  please  put 
It  out  He  looked  at  her  as  if  she  was  a 
sjmdlv  bug.  unworthy  of  civUked  considera- 
tion. "Hey,  girly,"  he  said,  "I  already  lit  this 
one  You  should  have  asked  me  before  1  start 
ed  smoking  it  I  put  it  out  now,  it'll  ruin  the 
taste.  You  don't  like  it  go  eat  someplace 
else."  The  mirjgcr,  and  our  waiter,  I 
noticed,  had  gone  into  hiding.  If  I  had  only 
had  an  Ud  with  rae.  L'le  sucker  would  hare 
been  history. 


Some  time  later,  I  was  sitting  In  Citrus,  a 
Big  Deal  Restaurant  at  a  table  with  a  real 
nice  view  of  the  ballet  dancers  who  work  In 
the  kitchen.  It  was  dessert  Ume,  I  was  mellow 
ai  a  moose  in  clover,  all  was  right  with  the 
world.  At  least,  all  was  right  itntil  a  stench 
from  the  Pit  in  Which  All  EvU  Resides 
reached  over  and  damped  Itself  onto  my 
table. 

What  had  happened  was  that  a  threesome 
at  the  new  table  had  all  blazed  up  at  once.  A 
tight  feawred  woman  with  a  blonde.  Hitler 
Youth  hairdo  had  lit  a  cigarette.  The  hatchet- 
faced  brunette  to  her  leP.  had  ignited  a  dgar- 
illo.  The  Joseph  Goebbcls  lookalllM  sitting 
next  to  her  was  puffing  on  a  big  old  stogia. 

My  estranged  wife  (a  former  smokarX  as 
usual,  was  on  her  way  to  thalr  table. 

"Hieir  response  was  strange.  They  igiJored 
her. 
Com. 
pletely. 
Totally. 
Aishe 
tried  to 
politely 
ask 

them  to 
extin- 
guish 
their 
rolled 
weeds, 

they  continued  chatting  with  each  other  as  If 
no  one  was  speaking  to  them 

Finally,  one  of  them  —  the  Neo  Nazi  Lady 
—  gave  her  a  withering  glance,  and  said  that 
smoking  was  not  prohloited  in  the  area  In 
which  they  were  sitting,  and  she  could  —  I 
believe  the  term  they  used  waa,  "Piss  off" 

Had  1  only  brought  a  Claymore  mine  with 
me,  that  trio  would  be  smoking  with  the 
Winged  Abomination  hlmselL 

The  fmal  tale  Involves  the  strangene&s  of 
sitting  in  a  nice  Creek  restaurant  In  the  San 
Fernando  'Valley,  and  watching  as  a  woman 
at  the  N-ery  next  table  puffed  on  a  dgarette.  in 
between  bites  of  food. 

Spoonful  of  moussaka,  puff  of  cigarette, 
forkful  of  spanakoplta,  puff  of  cigarette.  I 
didn't  ev'en  bother  asking  her  to  put  her  ciga- 
rette out  —  this  one  was  a  complete  lost   ■ 


So  what's  the  bottom  liiie  here?  Simple  — 
don't  give  ce  any  drivel  about  smoker's 
rights.  Smoker's  have  no  rights.  Their  habit 
Is  fouL  loathsome,  vile,  Insuffe.-able.  That 
smoking  causes  cancer,  emphysec-JL  heart 
disease  and  a  host  of  other  ailments  seems  a 
lair  enough  reason  to  ban  the  naxious  weed. 
That  smokers  are  rude  louts,  with  all  the 
class  of  rotting  maggots,  seems  a  fair  enough 
reason  to  ban  smokers. 

Fm  tL'ed  of  being  a  nice  guy.  Tm  tired  of 
coming  home  with  clothing  that  jtinks  of  cig 
ar«tte  smoke. 

Tne  only  nghts  I  care  about  are  mine,  as  a 
virulent  non  —  no,  anti  —  smoke.-.  When 
smoke  gets  In  my  eyes,  I'm  not  going  to  take 
it  any  more.  It's  war.  You  have  been  warned 


VOICES 


-1  i3vV 


Merrill 

Shindler 

can't  stomach 

smokers 


Aferrtli  Shindler  Is  o  reaaumnl  chiic  for 
San  Gabriel  Valley  Neurspapen.  He  may  be 
reached  in  care  qf  this  newspaper,  121Q  N. 
Asusa  Cbn>on  fioad.  West  Cociio.  Calif.. 

Sim  FA')^:(i/i)%l-2S-^f 
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SDE  R.  HENDERSON,  ESQ. 

President,  FSRA 

1717  Kathleen  St. 

Tampa,  FL  33607-2033 

Phone:   (813)  253-2990 


JACQDELINE  S.  MTT.T.KR 
Vice  President,  FSRA 
7314  33rd  St.,  N. 
St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 
Phone:   (813)   525-1497  (H) 
(813)  347-0669  (W) 


FLORIDA 

SMOKERS'  RIGHTS 
ASSOCIATION,  INC. 


LIMA  HDCK 

Secretary,  FSRA 

P.O.  Box  12175 

Tallahassee,  FL  323 

Phone:   (904)  656-97- 

VLCKI   TBOMPSON 

Treasurer,  FSRA 

4425  Mohican  Trail 

Valrico,  FL  33594 

Phone:  (813)  685-29: 


March  31,  1994 

Representative 

FAX: 

Dear  Representative 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  all  the  mesibers  of  Florida  Smokers'  Rights 
Association,  Inc.  Our  group  is  sick  and  tired  of  being  singled  out  for 
additional  taxes  and,  especially,  in  the  sneaky  way  that  a  $.25  per  pack 
was  slipped  through  the  House  Finance  and  Tax  Committee.  This  was  nothing 
short  of  a  First  Amendment  violation  of  all  Florida  smokers.  It  smacks  of 
taxation  without  representation. 

Smokers  already  pay  their  share  of  taxes  and  you  would  be  wise  to 
consider  finding  some  other  method  to  raise  state  funds  that  is  not 
discriminatory.  Smokers  have  been  beat  up,  beat  down,  ostracized  outside 
of  buildings  that  we  helped  pay  for,  and  have  been  accosted  by  total 
strangers  full  of  righteous,  indignation.  Put  Florida  Smokers'  Rights 
Association  members  on  record  as  saying,  "Enough  is  enough!  It's  time  to 
get  tough."  Go  pick  on  another  group  to  hate  for  awhile.  Those  who  clog 
up  their  arteries  with  fatty  foods  and  those  who  allow  themselves  to  live 
their  lives  full  of  stress  are  a  great  burden  to  our  health  care  system. 
How  about  a  tax  on  barbecue  pits?  Anyone  who  eats  a  well-done,  8-ounce 
steak  ingests  as  much  benzopyrene  as  that  found  in  125  cigarettes.  (That 
is  6  packs  plus  5  cigarettes.) 

Check  out  the  recently  released  Congressional  Research  Service  Study 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  report  on  environmental  tobacco 
smoke  before  you  take  any  further  action  in  the  anti-smoking  movement. 
That  study  suggests  taxes  on  alcohol  are  more  fair.  The  Florida  Smokers' 
Rights  Association  will  be  following  your  voting  record  on  discriminating 
against  people  who  choose  to  use  tobacco  products.  Please  inform  our 
organization  if  you  want  to  be  taken  off  that  list.  Thank  you. 


Sue  R.  Henderson,  Esquire 
President,  FSRA 
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Smoke  &  Mirrors: 

EPA  Wages  War 

On  Cigarettes 

By  Jacob  Suixum 

SmoUng  is  everywhere  under  attack. 
This  weelt  a  House  subcominittee  consid- 
ered the  Smoke-Free  Environment  Art. 
which  wouJd  ban  smoking  in  almost  all  in- 
door locations  except  residences.  New 
York  Is  poised  to  Join  many  other  cities 
across  the  country,  including  Los  Angeles 
and  San  Francisco,  that  have  recently  en- 
acted sweeping  restrictions  on  smoking.  In 
the  past  year.  Vermont.  Maryland  and 
Washington  state  have  also  adopted  smok- 
ing bans,  as  have  major  public  employers, 
including  the  Defense  Department. 

This  flurry  of  antlsmokijig  activity  is 
driven  largely  by  a  1993  report  from  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  that  de 
dared  environmental  tobacco  smoke 
(ETS)  to  be  "a  known  human  lung  car- 
cinogen." Testifying  In  favor  of  the 
Smoke-Fr_e  Environment  Act  last  month. 
EPA  Administrator  Carol  Browner  noted 
that  "in  the  year  since  publication  of  the 
EPA  report ...  we  have  seen  a  rapid  ac- 
celeration of  measures  to  protect  non- 
smokers  in  a  variety  of  settings." 

Most  supporters  of  such  measures  prob- 
ably believe  that  the  EPA  report  presents 
definitive  scientific  evidence  that  expo- 
sure to  ETS  causes  lung  cancer.  But  those 
who  have  taken  a  closer  look  have  come  to 
believe  that  the  £PA  twisted  the  evidence 
to  arrive  at  a  predetermined  conclusion. 
The  overriding  motive  was  to  discourage 
smoking  by  making  it  less  accepuble  and 


more  inconvenient.  Indeed,  the  main  ben- 
efit that  Ms.  Browner  claims  for  the 
Smoke-Free  Environment  Act  is  its  ex- 
pected impact  on  smokers. 

Yet  coercing  people  for  their  own  good 
still  raises  a  few  hackles  in  this  country,  so 
pateroalists  need  to  offer  some  additional 
justification.  That's  why  they've  been 
pushing  the  idea  that  smoking  endangers 
innocent  bystanders.  The  problem  is.  the 
e\1dcnce  for  this  claim  is  weak,  inconsis- 
tent and  ambiguous.  The  EPA's  report 
seems  designed  to  conceal  thai  problem. 


The  agency's  most  blatant  tiick  is  to 
use  an  unconventional  definition  of  slatls- 
tJcal  significance.  Epidemiologists  gener- 
ally call  an  association  between  a  risk  fac- 
tor and  a  disease  "signilicant"  U  the  prob- 
ability that  it  ocoirred  purely  by  chance  is 
57.  or  less.  This  is  also  the  standard  that 
the  EPA  had  always  used  for  risk  assess- 
ment Yet  for  the  report  on  ETS.  the 
agency  abandoned  the  usual  definition 
and  called  a  result  significant  U  the  prob- 
ability that  it  occurred  (>y  chance  was  10% 
or  less.  This  change  In  effect  doubles  the 
odds  of  being  wrong. 

Even  accortllng  to  the  broader  defini- 
tion, only  one  of  the  U  U.S.  studies  that  the 
j  report  analyzes  found  a  statistically  slgiu/- 
I  leant  Uni  between  ETS  and  lung  cancer 
(aceorrllng  to  the  usual  deflnitlon.  none  of 
them  did).  To  bolster  the  evidence,  the  EPA 
combined  data  from  these  U  somxes  into  a 
I  "ineta-analysis,"atectmiqueoriglnallyin- 
'  tended   for   tandomiied   clinical    trials. 
UCXA  epidemiologist  James  Enstrom  says 
using  meta-analysis   with   retrospective 
case-control  studies,  such  as  those  exam- 
ined by  the  EPA  Is  "ftaught  with  dan- 
gers." because  the  studies  are  apt  to  differ 
in  the  way  theydeOne  smokers,  the  types  of 
lung  cancer  they  include  and  the  confound- 
ing variables  they  consider,  and  so  on. 

In  any  event,  the  EPA's  condusion- 
thal  being  married  to  a  smoker  raises  a 
woman's  chance  of  getting  lung  cancer  by 
about  19%- is  justified  only  according  to 
the  looser  definition  of  statistical  signifi- 
cance chosen  espedally  for  these  data.  By 
the  conventional  standard,  the  meta- 
analysis does  not  support  the  claim  that 
ETS  causes  lung  cancer. 

Furthermore,  the  EPA  excluded  from 
its  analysis  a  large  U.S.  study  published  in 
the  November  1992  American  Journal  of 
Public  Health  that  did  not  find  a  statisti- 
cally signiTicant  link  between  ETS  and 
lung  cancer.  Had  this  study  been  included, 
the  meta-analysis  might  not  have  yielded 
a  significant  result  even  by  the  relaxed 
standard. 

Despite  what  a  July  1992  article  in  Sci- 
ence described  as  "fancy  statistical  foot- 
work." the  EPA  was  able  to  claim  only  a 
weak  association  between  ETS  and  lung, 
cancer.  With  a  risk  increase  as  low  as  197<. 
it  Is  very  difficult  to  rule  out  the  possibility 
that  the  association  is  due  lo  other  factors. 
In  1991  Gary  Huber.  professor  of  medicine 
at  the  University  of  Texas  Health  Science 
Center,  and  two  colleagues  examined  the 
30  ETS  studies  discussed  by  the  EPA  in  its 
report.  "At  least  20  confounding  variables 
have  been  identified  as  important  lo  the 
development  of  lung  cancer. '  they  wrote  . 
in  Consumers'  Research.  "No  reported  | 
study  comes  annvhere  close  lo  conirolliiig. 
or  even  mentioning,  half  of  these. "  > 


Furthermore,  to  come  up  with  its  esti- 
mate of  3.00O  additional  cancer  deaths  a 
year,  more  than  two-thirds  of  wtilch  are 
supposedly  due  to  exposure  outside  ihe 
borne,  the  EPA  relied  on  several  coDtrtj- 
versial  assumptions.  It  assumed  that  cotl- 
nlne.  a  nicotine  metabolite,  is  a  reliable 
measure  of  ETS  exposure.  Yet  nicotine  Is 
present  in  a  number  of  foods,  and  the  re- 
port itself  concedes  that  "cotlnine  is  not  an 
Ideal  blomarker  for  ETS."  The  EPA  also 
assumed  that  lung-cancer  risk  is  directly 
proportional  to  ETS  levels  and  that  no  level 
of  ETS  can  be  considered  safe.  Yet  dose-re- 
sponse relationships  vary  from  one  sub- 
stance to  another,  and  many  sdentists  t«- 
Ueve  that  a  carcinogen  has  to  be  present  at 
a  certain  level  before  It  can  do  any  harm. 
Given  these  and  other  contrivances  em- 
ployed by  the  EPA  it  Is  difficult  to  avoid 
the  conduston  that  policy  has  dictated  sd- 
ence  In  the  case  of  ETS.  This  approadi 
may  be  politically  elective  In  the  short 
term,  but  it  Is  ultimately  self-defeating.  By 
compromising  the  standartls  and  methods 
of  sdence,  the  experts  also  undermine 
their  dalm  to  authority. 


Mr.  Sullum  ii  managing  editor  of  Reason 
magazine. 
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Media  Scrutiny  of  EPA  Secondhand  Smoke 
Report  Intensifies 


News  that  ,n  ^roup  of  six  tobacco  manufarliii- 
CIS  ami  Riowcrs  have  filed  a  lawsuit  against  the 
liiiviioiiiiK-iitiillVotcctioiiAt'cncy  (liPA). asking llial 
llie  agcjicy's  report  on  secondliand  tobacco  smoke 
be  declared  null  and  void  has  resulted  in  a  renewed 
iiileresl  bj'  members  of  the  media  in  that  report.  Also, 
lo  no  one's  surprise,  many  niembers  of  the  media  are 
lindingtlial  llieconckisionsofllu-  RPA report  —  that 
secondhand  smoke  poses  a  health  risk  to  non-smok- 
ers —  ucre  based  on  faulty  scientific  data  and  im- 
proper scientific  procedures. 


Among  the  articles  and  editorials  that  liave 
appeared  in  recent  weeks,  is  one  that  was  written  by. 
Dr.  Walter  Williams,  of  George  Mason  University  In 
"EPA's  Lies,"  Dr.  Willian)s  writes  that  the  EPA's  use  of 
sUtistical  methodology  would  earn  the  agency  an  "'F' 
for  a  sophomore  economics  student."  Because  Dr. 
Williams'  essay  so  clearly  outlines  the  inconsistencies 
and  en-ors  in  the  EPA  report,  we  have  decided  to 
reprint  the  entire  article.  Following  is  a  reprint  of 
"EPA's  Lies."  (By  permission  of  Walter  E.  Williams 
and  Creators  Syndicate.) 


IaI's  f^Ki-  i{.  I  ()Ij:icc()  smoke  odor  is 
(ifli-ii.sivc  lo  >.(inu-  |K-0|)lr.  Il  c;iuscs  allergic 
u•;K•lioll^  and  bronclilal  disiomforl  lo  odi- 
lis.  Iu-(;ardkssiifinir|n.rsuiijllasles. wcall 
should  lakr  iKiir  of  llir  Issues  surrounding 
lliiii-iviillyaiuiouiKCdloljaccoindusliylaw- 
Miil  atiaiiisl  llii-  liiiviroinninlal  I'roletlion 
.'\i:eiu'y  (liCA).  Tlie  criiical  issue  il  raises  is 
wlirllui  ivi-  sluHiid  allinv  zealols  lo  ri(;  dala 
and  niisi:si-  siiinic  in  llieir  rffoils  lo  enin- 
niand  and  conliul  olliers. 

\V'lii  n  llii-  i:i'.A  classified  environ- 
imnial  lolj.icc(j  smoke  {Id's)  as  a  grouj)  A 
caicino.nen.  inillin).:  il  iji  llie  calei;oo'  *^ilii 
Ufuzi-nr  and  aslifslos.  lis  adiotiswere  basrti 
(in  siatislical  inellioilotu^'y  thai  would  earn 
an  I'lui  .'is<i|ihiMnoii'sLiiislii  ssludeiil.ifriol 
cxiuilsion  for inlelliclnal dishonesty.     I A-fs 


"When  the  EPA  classified  environmental 
IuIkiccu  smoke  (ETS)  as  a  group  A  carcinogen, 
jnitling  il  in  the  calcgoiy  with  benzene  and  asbestos, 
its  aciinns  were  bused  on  statistical  methodology  that 
xvoiild  earn  an  F for  a  sophomore  statistics  student, 
if  not  expulsion  for  intellectual  dishonesty.  • 


look  .11  it. 

THinlyfour  of  the  .10  studies  ihal 
till-  i;i'A  reviewed  reiioned  no  slatistieally 
sij;nificanl  L-IV-UniKeaneorielationsliip.  Of 
the  II  .sliidirsdonehyUS.  scientists,  not  one 
ie|iiirl.-<l  sij;niricaiil  cancer  risk  Tlie  KI'.A 
was  aware  o(  and  ii;noi  ed  the  findings  ol  the 
Iwo  l.ii-.i;esl  and  nuisl  irccnl  studies  on  ITtS 
Inn.c  cancer  (Slockwell.   JWIIi;  Urownson. 


EPA'S  LIES 

1992,  sponsored  by  the  National  Cancer 
Institute).  DoUi  studies  report  no  increased 
lung  cancer  risk  with  exposure  to 
ETS.  as  did  80  percent  of  the  stud- 
ies X:Vi\  had  in  its  possession. 

tiiased  and  sloppy  analy- 
sis like  Ihni  would  earn  EPA  offi- 
cials an  I",  hut  here's  what  would 
lead  to  expulsion.  All  scientists 
require  niiniinally  what  is  statisti- 
cally kiKuvn  as  a  "95  percent  level  of  confi- 
dence" before  lheyre|)orl  a  caus;il  conncc- 
tJonbilween  two  variables.  In  oilier  words, 
they  will  aceeiit  a  maximum  level  of  5 
l)ercentthailheconnectionwasbychan<-e. 
In  must  cases,  scientists  want  to  make  it 
lighter  than  that  —  a  99  or  9S  perci  111  level 
of  confidence. 

But  guess  what 
llie  EP.A  did  when  it 
combined  (and  il  did 
so  invalidly)  several 
irrS-lung  cancer  stud- 
ies. Unbeknownst  and 
tinrcponed  to  the  \i\\\i- 
lie,  it  lowered  theconfi- 
deiiccinter\'altoW|K'i- 
cenl!  Had  il  stuck  to 
the  minimally  .iccept- 
able  practice  of  95  per- 
cent, assignment  of  ETS  as  a  group  A 
carcinogen  wunld  have  been  impossible. 
Tliis  is  gross  dishonesty,  and  all  EPA  bu- 
reaucrats involved  should  be  summarily 
fired,  including  Ms.  Carol  Browner,  who 
has  come  to  their  defense. 

Ix'l's  say  you  hale  llie  odor  of 
tob.icco  smoke  and  smokers.  'Iliat's  OK. 
Uul  the  critical  issue  is  w  lielher  you  think 


it's  good  for  our  nation  lo  allow  govern- 
ment officials  lo  deliheraiely  misuse 
science.    You  might  say.  "So  what! 


"Tim  is  gross  dishonesty,  and  all  EPA 
bureaucrats  involved  should  be  sum- 
marily fired..." 


People  shouldn't  smoke  anyway!"  Uul 
when  li;ive  you  known  liars  lo  he  s.^tis. 
fied  with  just  one  lie?  'Hie  next  lie  could 
be  about  somelhingyuui.iluetJialmighi 
be  banned  or  restricted  as  a  result. 

You  say,  "Uut,  Williams,  to 
b.icco  smoke  is  offensive  to  me.  and 
something  needs  to  be  done." 

I  agree,  and  Ihals  the  bcncfil 
of  private  property.  In  your  house,  a 
lierson  doc.nt  have  the  right  to  smoke 
without  your  iierniission.  Wliy?  Be- 
cause it  belongs  to  you.  If  you  own  a 
restaurant,  bar  or  office,  it's  the  s.ime 
thing.  If  I  don't  like  your  policy.  I  don't 
enter.  Il  works  the  other  way  loo.  If  a 
person  owns  a  restaurant,  bar  or  office 
and  he  pcnnits  smoking,  you  have  the 
right  lo  say  you  won't  eat.  diink  or  work 
ai  his  facility 

As  of  late.  Americans  have 
abandoned  this  conllicl-reducing  role 
of  private  propeily  in  favor  of  govern- 
nicnt  inllmidation.  lineal  and  violence 
lliat's  fine  ( xcept  wljcn  you  consider 
that  you  may  not  always  be  on  the  side 
of  the  dominant  coalition,  and  il  w  ill  be 
ymi  who  is  victimi.ted  by  offici.il  lies, 
thiealsaiid  inlimidalioii.  O 
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do  not  smoke.  I  was  never 
more  than  an  after-meal 
smoker.  I  believe  smoking 
can  be  bad  for  one's  health. 

Ashtrays  and  cigarette  butts  smell 
terrible,  but  the  anti-smoking  cam- 
paign we  are  waging  in  this  country 
borders  on  a  fanaticism,  possibly 
matched  only  by  the  Salem  witch- 
craft trials.        ---»-;•■.  :  . 
statistics  that  are  given  for 
smoklng-related  cancer  deaths  must 
Include  people  who  have  lived  a 
normal  life  span  (75  years  and  old- 
er). It  would  seem  that  few  of  us 
(smokers  and  nonsmokers)  bom  be- 
fore 1950,  when  smoking  was  per- 
haps at  a  peak  among  all  ages  and 
both  sexes,  ought  to  still  be  alive, 
and  the  populations  of  Europe,  Asia 
and  the  Middle  East  would  be  deci- 
mated. Obviously,  this  hasn't  hap- 
pened. 

Smoking,  to  my  mind,  is  not  as 
deadly  nor  as  frightening  as  auto 
accidents.  Yet  not  nearly  the  fiscal 
or  educational  effort  has  been  ex- 
pended to  keep  unsafe  drivers  from 
our  highways. 

We  object  to  roadblocks,  un- 
marked patrol  cars  and  regular  and 
frequent  testing  of  both  drivers  and 
cars.  We  blatantly  advertise  cars 
with  which  "you  can  own  the  road," 
accelerate  from  zero  to  60  in  five 
seconds,  and  achieve  speeds  well 
over  100  mph. 

Besides  the  pathetic  belief  that 
we  are  only  as  handsome  and 
strong  as  our  cars,  I  believe  the  au- 
tomobile and  oil  industries  are  so 
wealthy  and  politically  powerful 
that  they  can  no  longer  be  touched 
by  mere  governments. 

Finally,  what  will  happen  when 
we  have  taxed  the  last  few  smokers 
out  of  existence?  Will  the  rest  of  us 
have  to  pay  our  fair  share  for  ser- 
vices from  which  we  all  benefit? 

Perhaps  the  mass  hysteria  sur- 
rounding smoking  is  merely  the 
consequence  of  our  frustrations 
about  our  inability  to  deal  intelli- 
gently and  resolutely  with  our  more 
serious  social  problems. 

—  RODGER  C  LEWIS 
Lake  Placid 


458 


Focus  on  Florida 


Sunday,  April  17.  1994 


~6-Florida/Metro 


The  Tampa  Tribune-Times 


1994  legislative  scorecard 

The  1994  Legislature  considered  hundreds 
of  bills  during  the  session  that  ended  Friday 
night.  Here's  a  look  at  how  some  of  the  major 
proposals  fared: 

;    '  ^    BILLS  THAT  FAILED     ■ 

.■  AIDS  prevention:  Establishes  statewide 
|AIDS  prevention  programs.  , 

*  Bicycle  helmets:  Requires  anyone  16  or 
ijnder  to  wear  helmets  while  riding  a  bicycle. 

■  Boat  license:  Requires  youths  15  or  younger 
io  hold  a  license  to  operate  a  tx>at.-         * 

h  Casino  gambling:  Creates  a  state  gaming 
CPcnmission  to  regulate  casinos  if  voters    •, 
approve  them  in  the  Novemt)er  election. 

■  Castration  (or  rapists:  Allows  judges  to 
impose  sentence  of  chemical  castration  after  a 
second  rape  conviction,  death  after  a  third. 

■  Contraceptives  for  welfare  clients:  Would 
pay  women  on  welfare  $100  a  quarter  for  10 
years  If  they  use  contraceptives,  and  offer 
low-income  men  $500  and  a  free  vasectomy. 
K  Computerized  public  records:  Allows 
government  agencies  to  impose  a  per-byte  fee 
ioj  public  records  stored  on  computers. 

■  Elderly  services:  Transfers  aging  programs 
from  Department  of  Health  and  Rehabilitative   . 
Services  to  Department  of  Elder  Affairs. 

■  HIV  testing:  Requires  confidential  reporting 

of  people  who  test  positive  for  HIV,  the  virus  . 
that  causes  AIDS,  to  county  health  units.  j 

■  HRS  name  change:  Changes  name  of  the  '  ' 
state  Department  of  Health  and  Rehabilitative  i 
Services  to  the  Department  of  Family  Services.     ' 

■  Paddling  students:  Prohibits  paddling  in 
public  schools. 

■  Property  rights:  Compensates  owners  when 
government  regulation  diminishes  the  value  of 
their  land. 

■  Public  nudity:  Bans  nudity  at  public  places 
such  as  beaches,  exempts  adult  nightclubs,  art 
models. 

■  Reporter  shield  law:  Gives  protections  to 
reporters  for  keeping  sources  confidential. 

■  School  prayer  Allows  nonsectarian  student 
prayer  at  public  school  events 


Smoking  ban  in  airport  Prohibits  smoking  in 
Tampa  International  Airport. 
■  Smoking  ban  in  restaurants:  Prohibits 
smoking  in  all  restaurants. 
TTSLAPP  suits:  Requires  quick  Fearing  on   ~  " 
lawsuits  brought  by  developers  to  silence 
critici  who  oppose  cohstruction  projects. 
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Federal  Mr  standards  permit 
dangerous  particulate  levels 
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It's  enouijh  to  inako  Tom  Lehrer  sit 
do\Mi  at  the  piano  again.  Findings 
from  a  recent  studv  indicate  that 
loopholes  in  government  standards  have 
let  one  of  the  tnost  hannhil  forms  of 
air  pollution  become  a  dangerous  fact 
of  evervdav  urban  life. 

"Bie  sTudv,  pri/senied  at  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  Xmencan  Lung  Assoua- 
non  b\  C.  .Arden  Pope,  a  Msitmg  sciennst 


Sc;E.^TlFIC  \.MER]C.\.\    Vuwm^er  1993 
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at  the  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health, 
measured  the  effects  of  air  potimion  otr ' 
residents  in  six  U.S.  aaesi  Pope  found  a 
25  percent  higher  nslc  of  premaCure'' 
death  m  the  ary  most  polluted  wttfa  am-  . 
bient  parndes  as  compared,  uatli  tlie 
least  polluted  dn-  surveyed.  The  work- 
e.'s  also  noted  "robust  assoaations "  be- 
rv\een  chronic  ■ivposure  to  airborne  par- 
ticulate matter  and  increased  mortalin. 

As  disturbing  as  the  results  is  the  fact 
that  the  air  m  all  si\  cities  earned  parti- 
cles ivhu>e  denMr^  per  volume  ol  atmo- 
sphere uas  vvell  belou  legal  thresholds. 
The  current  EnMronmental  Protecuon 
Agenc>  regulations  mandate  that  densi- 
r^'  of  particles  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter  shall  not  exceed  150  micro- 
grams per  cubic  meter  of  air  during  a 
24-hour  penod.  The  Han'ard  data  corre- 
late morbidiry  and  mortaliry  statisocs 
with  the  presence  of  parndes  one  quar- 
ter the  size  specified  in  the  EP.\  regula- 
nons.  The  densirv  ot  such  parndes  did 
not  on  aserage  e.\ceed  one  third  that 
specified  b\  the  fj>  \  benchmark. 

The  Hanard  team  chilled  its  stansrics 
Irom  an  anahsis  of  ,S. 1 1 1  residents  m 
the  SL\  cities.  i\hom  it  followed  for  U 
to  16  vears.  Pope,  who  came  from 
Bngham  'loung  ijniversiry  to  partici- 
pate in  the  bL\  Cities  Stud>.  says  the 
conclusions  point  toward  fine  parndes 
and  particles  from  the  combustion  of 
fossil  fuels  as  the  most  pernicious  air 
poUutants. 

Such  pollutants  include  cartxm.  hy- 
drocarbons, dust,  add  aerosols  azid  sul- 
fates. Common  respu-atory  problems 
that  can  deseiop  from  e.\posure  to  these 
pollutants  are  chronic  obstrucove  pul- 
monan'  disease.  cardlo\ascular  disease 
and  asthma. 

'If  you  ask  the  average  layperson, 
these  results  would  probably  come  as 
no  surprise,  but  it  has  taken  a  while 
for  saence  to  catch  up  with  common 
sense."  savs  Alfred  Munzer.  president  ol 
the  Amencan  Lung  Association  i  .AL\  i. 
"This  IS  the  fu'St  time  that  we  have 
hard  data  to  show  not  just  the  morbid- 
irv  caused  bv  particle  pollution  but  the 
mcrease  in  mortalirv  as  well." 

\  1 992  report  bv  Jnel  Schvvarrz.  an 
epldenuologist  at  the  EP\.  and  Douglas 
w.  Dockerv  of  Harvard,  who  also  contrib- 
uted to  the  M\  Lines  bmdv,  estlmated- 
that  resptrable  parocles  may  cause  some 
rtO.OOO  premature  deaths  In  the  I'.S. 
every  year.  Previous  accounts  romplled 
by  Pope,  SchvNartz  and  Dockery  have 
linked  death  rates  and  particulate  poUn- 
tlon  levels  around  the  country  for 
decades.  CriQcs  argued  that  these  stud- 
ies did  not  adeqtiatdy  control  for  Indi- 
vidual risk  factors,  such  as  tobacco 
smoking,  and  so  did  not  warrant  reme- 
dial trglilaaon  or  regulatory  < 


PARTICLE  MOSTTOR.  which  neighbors  a  midlovn  Stanhanan  bus  stop,  was  mov 
back  from  Ihe  curb  in  1990  to  meet  site  criteria  of  the  En\-ironmenlal  ProiecTi- 
Ayency.  In  its  previous  position,  the  equipment  consistently  collected  fine  panii 
levels  from  diesel  exhaust  far  e.xceeding  federal  standards. 


But  the  Six  Cines  Study  directly  ad- 
dressed such  factors.  The  fmdmgs  have  ■> 
forced  doubters  out  of  that  defensive 
ditch.  Indeed,  the  stansrics  have  prompt- 
ed the  \LA  to  announce  that  it  intends 
to  Hie  suit  against  the  \S\  to  demand  a 
timeiv  review  of  policv  regarding  parti- 
cle pollution.  "It  IS  inoperative  that  we 
revise  our  standards,  pariicularlv  when 
It  cnmes  to  parndes. '  Mun/er  savs. 

The  EPA  has  not  reviewed  its  stan- 
dards for  parnculate  matter  smce  1987. ' 
even  though  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970 
requires  it  to  do  so  every  five  years? 
Schwartz,  who  was  one  of  the  hrst  epi- 
demiologists to  document  the  dangers 
of  particles,  is  frustrated  wiih  'he  de- 
lav  He  notes  that  FP  \  officials  have  tar- 
geted I  "'V)  as  'he  earliest  possible  date 
for  3  policv  chanjje  regarding  parnculate 
matter.  "1  think  the  ditference  beUvcen 
reviewing  particle  standards  at  ThanjvS- 
•,'iving  I'J'i'i  and  Chnsmias  \Yh)  is  more 
important  than  all  the  other  regulanoas 
the  IP  V  plans  to  put  out  between  now 
and  then,"  he  emphasizes. 

EPA  ofhcials  sav  thev  are  moving  as« 
fast  as  they  can.  "Ue  have  planned  to 
set  up  an  expedited  schedule  to  review 
parncle  standards."  savs  Robert  D.  Bren- 


ner, chief  of  policv  lor  the  epa's  Offi' 
of  Air  Pollution.  "Now  v>e  knov\-  th 
there  is  a  serious  parnculate  problet 
but  that  doesn't  necessanlv  tell  vc 
how  to  set  the  standards."  he  caunon 
Schwartz  points  out  that  to  speed  tl 
review  process,  lands  and  worke 
would  have  to  be  reallocated  from  ot: 
er  projects. 

One  problem  tor  saenhsts:  both  i 
academia  and  at  'he  f.Pv.  is  that  thes 
particles,  no  more  than  10  microns  i 
Itliameter  iless  than  half  the  vvidth  t 
an  average  human  hairi.  are  extrenv 
ly  difficult  to  exai  nine.  Thev  come  frm 
a  varierv  of  sources:  construction  worl 
cars  driving  over  din  and  paved  road 
wind  erosion,  tobacco  smoke,  fireplai 
es  and  even  backward  barbecues.  Mon 
over,  chemical  reacnotis  catalysed  b 
sunlight  create  harmful  partJde  concoi 
nons  rtiat  are  difficolt  to  isolate  froi 
other  forms  of  aL'  pollution. 

Or  so  argue  the  investigators.  Th 
skepncs  want  more  proof.  Some  cntic 
contend  that  a  biological  explananon  c 
hovv  particles  cause  disease  or  deat 
must  be  demonstrated  before  the  polic 
can  be  changed.  One  unanswered  ques 
Don  IS  whether  the  pnncles  themselve 
cause  damage  or  w  hether  blame  belong 
to  the  chemicals  thev  carrv  deep  mt' 
the  lungs. 

Manv  researchers  feel  policy  dea 
sions  cannot  be  left  up  in  the  air  ur. 
til  the  biological  grounds  for  damag 
associated  vMth  particles  are  pinnei 
down.  Munzer  hopes  the  threat  of  ai 
AL^  lawsuit  will  put  pi«sure  on  the  IP/ 
to  make  a  change  soon:  "These  thmg 
usuallv  work,  but  it  shouldn't  be  nee 
essan,"  he  laments.  "The  process  fo 
including  scientific  progress  in  publi' 
policv  needs  to  be  a  much  more  rap 
id  one."  — ^'rbtin  Leur-vylei 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

CITIZENS  AGAINST  THE  AMTRAK  ELECTRIFICATION 

PROJECT 

WITNESS 

JASON    C.    BECKER,    PRESffiENT,    CITIZENS   AGAINST   THE   AMTRAK 
ELECTRIFICATION  PLAN 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  hear  from  Jason  Becker,  the  President 
of  Citizens  Against  the  Amtrak  Electrification  Plan. 

Mr.  Becker? 

Mr.  Becker.  I  have  tried  to  shorten  my  written  remarks  a  little. 
I  hope  I  have  accomplished  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  We  would  appreciate  your  keeping  your  oral  remarks 
to  five  minutes  and  we  will  be  glad  to  put  your  entire  statement 
in  the  record. 

Mr.  Becker.  I  am  trying,  anjrway. 

Our  group  represents  thousands  of  people  living  in  southeast 
Connecticut,  and  they  and  I  thank  the  committee  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard. 

Our  group  came  into  existence  in  September  1993,  as  a  by-prod- 
uct of  Amtrak's  indifference  to  issues  raised  by  people  in  Connecti- 
cut. Our  group  is  comprised  of  unpaid  volunteers  who  give  freely 
of  their  time. 

I  am  here  this  morning  to  tell  you  that  two  major  revisions  are 
necessary  in  Amtrak's  electrification  plan.  First,  electrification  of 
the  rail  system  east  of  New  Haven  is  unnecessary.  Second,  an  in- 
land bypass  is  essential  to  accomplishing  Congress'  stated  goal  of 
safe,  dependable  rail  transportation  between  New  York  and  Boston 
in  three  hours  or  less. 

If  electrification  is  unnecessary,  as  we  charge,  the  American  tax- 
payer is  burned  by  a  bill  in  excess  of  $.5  billion.  That  is  the  cost 
to  electrify,  including  the  premium  for  electric  trains. 

Congress'  mandate,  as  I  am  sure  you  know,  is  for  safe,  depend- 
able rail  travel  between  Boston  and  New  York  in  three  hours  or 
less,  not  electrification  of  the  railroad  system.  Between  1986  and 
1990  the  Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors  train  of  choice  was 
a  dual-propulsion  turbo.  I  am  quoting  from  one  of  their  reports: 

Turbo  propulsion  is  a  proven  technology.  Trains  equipped  with 
turbines  and  third-wheel  tracks  would  also  eliminate  the  need  for 
a  locomotive  change  in  New  Haven.  Turbines  will  cost  less  than 
electric  trains.  Much  less.  About  3  to  5  million  less.  They  pollute 
less,  they  are  safer  because  of  their  lower  center  of  gravity  and  are 
more  fuel  efficient. 

You  do  not  have  to  be  a  rocket  scientist  to  know  if  you  have  a 
power  plant,  miles  of  wire,  transformers,  paralleling  stations,  sub- 
stations, into  a  train  motor,  that  you  have  lost  22  percent  of  your 
power,  and  that  is  not  as  efficient  as  putting  the  power  plant,  for 
example,  the  turbine,  right  on  the  train. 

We  are  also  recommending  that  Amtrak's  own  propose  for  an  in- 
land bypass,  and  this  was  their  1991  proposal,  be  resurrected.  The 
bj^ass  runs  from  Old  Saybrook,  Connecticut,  to  Bradford  Junction, 
Rhode  Island.  There  are  at  least  three  studies,  paid  for  by  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  or  Amtrak,  and  they  all  favor  an  inland 
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route  or  bypass.  Indeed,  in  1991,  Amtrak  proposed  a  b5T)ass  from 
Old  Saybrook  to  Bradford  Junction  in  Rhode  Island. 

Perhaps  as  an  aside,  I  would  say  this  committee  might  ask  why 
Amtrak  will  not  release  these  three  studies  to  the  public,  as  they 
were  paid  for  with  public  funds. 

This  is  a  quote  from  one  of  the  engineering  studies  undertaken 
by  Amtrak  and  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration: 

'The  shoreline  alignment  between  Old  Saybrook,  Connecticut, 
and  the  Rhode  Island  State  line  contains  the  most  restrictive  series 
of  curves  on  the  corridor,  as  well  as  five  movable  bridges  over  the 
Connecticut  River,  Niantic  River,  Shaw's  Cove,  Thames  River,  and 
Mystic  River.  While  much  of  the  alignment  is  rural  and  lends  itself 
to  curve  realignment  projects,  achieving  meaningful  150-MPH 
stretches  in  this  territory  is  precluded  by  various  hard  spots  such 
as  the  movable  bridges.  100-  to  110-MPH  speeds  are  the  best  that 
can  be  obtained  reasonably.  The  movable  bridges  require  substan- 
tial rehabilitation  or  replacement  at  present  and  are  a  source  of  on- 
going maintenance  requirements  and  operating  delays."  Unquote. 

This  means  to  us,  if  you  want  to  really  have  a  high-speed  system, 
we  must  build  that  60-mile  bypass  recommended  in  those  three 
studies. 

I  would  add  that  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ac- 
knowledges that  raising  the  safety  speed  limits,  which  is  what  FRA 
plans  to  do  to  achieve  the  three-hour  trip,  increases  the  risk  of  a 
fatal  accident  by  50  to  100  percent.  And  we  believe  15  crossings, 
five  movable  bridges,  frequent  fogs,  more  than  two  curves  per  mile 
are  a  recipe  for  a  major  disaster, 

I  would  conclude  by  saying  that  our  group  favors  high-speed  rail. 
We  see  no  need  to  electrify.  We  see  a  great  savings,  $600  million 
to  the  taxpayers,  and  we  see,  on  the  other  side,  an  increased  ex- 
penditure to  build  a  b3rpass. 

We  want  and  are  entitled  to  high-speed  rail  but  not  a  Mickey 
Mouse  system  that  will  haunt  taxpayers  for  years  to  come.  We  are 
asking  you  for  a  third-party  review  of  our  allegations  or  beliefs  by 
the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  or  any  independent  qualified 
organization  that  you  select. 

We  do  think  we  need  a  third-party  review  and  we  need  an  oppor- 
tunity for  our  team  of  consultants,  engineers,  manufacturers  and 
scientists  to  testify  before  you  and  we  are  asking  for  one-half  day 
of  your  time.  This  is  the  moment  to  listen  and  act  before  billions 
of  dollars  are  spent. 

Let  us  brush  aside  the  lobbyists  and  special  interests,  whose  mo- 
tives are  not  always  in  sync  with  efficient,  dependable  and  safe 
high-speed  rail.  Surely  we  deserve  to  be  heard. 

We  thank  you  again  for  the  time. 

I  have  other  statements  I  can  make,  but  I  will  leave  that  to  your 
discretion  whether  you  want  to  hear  them  or  not. 

I  hope  that  is  under  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Price.  You  did  very  well,  Mr.  Becker,  and  we  appreciate 
your  distilling  your  statement.  We  will  print  the  full  statement  in 
the  record. 

Mr.  Wolf  do  you  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you  for  coming. 


463 

Mr.  Price.  We  do  appreciate  your  being  here  today  and  we  will 
look  at  your  testimony  carefully. 
Mr.  Becker.  Thank  you. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  Jason  Becker  follows:] 
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Citizens  Against  the  Amtrok  Electrification  Project 

"Never  doubt  that  o  small  group  of  thoughtful,  committed  citizens  con  change  the  world; 
indeed,  it  is  the  only  thing  that  ever  has."...  Morgoret  Mead 


TESTIMONY  GIVEN  TO 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS 

BY  JASON  C.  BECKER.  PRESIDENT, 

CITIZENS  AGAINST  THE  AMTRAK  ELECTRIFICATION  PLAN 

APRIL  25, 1994 

Our  group,  representing  thousands  of  people  who  live  in  southeastern 
Connecticut,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  be  heard.  Our  group  came  into  existence 
in  September  1 993  as  a  byproduct  of  Amtrak's  indifference  to  issues  raised  by  people 
in  Connecticut.  And,  our  group  is  comprised  of  unpaid  volunteers  who  give  freely  of 
their  time. 

I  am  here  this  morning  to  tell  you  that  two  major  revisions  are  necessary  in 
Amtrak's  Electrification  Plan.  First:  Electrification  of  the  rail  system  east  of  New  Haven 
is  unnecessary.  Second:  An  inland  bypass  is  essential  to  accomplishing  Congress's 
stated  goal  of  "safe,  dependable  rail  transportation  between  New  York  and  Boston  in 
three  hours  or  less." 

If  electrification  is  unnecessary,  as  we  charge,  the  American  taxpayer  is 
burdened  by  a  bill  in  excess  of  one-half  billion  dollars.  That's  the  cost  to  electrify 
including  the  premium  for  electric  trains.  Our  presumption  is  that  Congress  in 
interested  In  saving  taxpayers  $600  million. 


-1  - 
Joson  C.  Becker,  President  •  71  island  Rood,  Stonington,  CT  06378  •  Jel.  (203)  535-4261 
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We  are  convinced  a  dual-propulsion  turbo  train  can  do  the  job.  The  advantages 
of  turbo  power  are: 

•  at  the  same  horsepower-to-ton  ratios,  a  turbo  train  weighs  less  than  one-half 
the  weight  of  an  (X-2000)  electric  train. 

•  so  energy  consumption  is  substantially  less  than  that  of  a  comparable 
electric  train. 

•  and,  pollution,  as  measured  in  kilogram  emissions,  is  50%  lower  than  for  an 
electrified  system. 

•  turbo  trains  cost  millions  less  than  a  comparable  electric  train,  one  with  the 
same  capacity. 

•  the   turbo   train's   greater  energy   efficiency   as   measured   in   BTUs   per 
passenger  mile  results  in  a  lower  operating  cost. 

The  reason  for  this  is  that  "the  electrified  system  has  the  inherent  inefficiency  of  the 
electricity  generating  facilities"  and  "there  are  transmission  and  distribution  losses 
inherent  in  the  electrified  system"  (Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Volume  III, 
page  6-18). 

The  Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors  (CONEG)  stated  in  1989: 

'Turbo  propulsion  is  a  proven  technology  currently  in  use  in  New  York 
State  and  France.  Trains  equipped  with  turbines  and  third  rail  traction 
would  also  eliminate  the  need  for  a  locomotive  change  in  New  Haven." 

The  many  benefits  which  arise  from  a  switch  out  of  electric  trains  to  turbo  trains 
are  listed  in  Exhibit  I,  enclosed. 

We  are  also  recommending  that  Amtrak's  ovwi  proposal  for  an  inland  bypass 
between  Old  Saybrook,  CT,  and  Bradford  Junction,  Rl,  be  resurrected.     Its  cost 
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notwithstanding  ($850  million  without  electrification),  the  bypass  improves  the  cost- 
benefit  ratio  because: 

1 .  The  extreme  curves  along  the  shoreline  make  "safe,  dependable  high  speed 
travel"  impossible. 

2.  The  bypass  would  assure  a  time  of  under  2-1/2  hours  (NYC-Boston),  thereby 
attracting  more  passengers. 

3.  The  15  crossings  along  the  shoreline  are  incompatible  with  safe,  high  speed 
travel. 

4.  High  speed  trains  and  the  5  moveable  bridges  on  the  shoreline  route,  some 
in  disrepair,  translate  to  reduced  speeds  and  a  potential  disaster. 

5.  With  an  increase  of  32-40  high  speed  trains  passing  each  day,  there  will  be 
a  substantial  reduction  in  time  that  the  bridges  are  open,  thereby  creating 
marine  traffic  logjams,  (see  Exhibits  III  and  IV).  This  will  adversely  affect 
tourism,  add  cost  to  commercial  marine  traffic,  and  put  marinas  out  of 
business. 

Note  this  quote  from  an  independent  1991  engineering  study  undertaken  by  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration: 

"Description  of  the  Problem:  The  Shore  Line  alignment  between  Old 
Saybrook,  CT  and  the  Connecticut/Rhode  Island  state  line  contains  the 
most  restrictive  series  of  curves  on  the  Corridor,  as  well  as  five  movable 
bridges  over  the  Connecticut  River,  Niantic  River,  Shaw's  Cove,  Thames 
River,  and  Mystic  River.  While  much  of  the  alignment  is  rural  and  lends 
itself  to  curve  realignment  projects,  achieving  meaningful  150  mph 
stretches  in  this  territory  is  precluded  by  various  "hard  spots"  (such  as  the 
movable  bridges),  and  1 00  to  1 1 0  mph  maximum  speeds  are  the  best  that 
can  be  obtained  reasonably.    The  movable  bridges  require  substantial 
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expenditures  for  rehabilitation/replacement  at  present,  and  are  a  source 
of  ongoing  maintenance  requirements  and  operating  delays. 

Proposed  Solutions(s):  A  new  alignment  between  Old  Saybrook,  CT  and 
Bradford  Jet.,  Rl,  coupled  with  certain  curve  realignments  on  the  existing 
NY-Boston  alignment  elsewhere,  has  been  proposed  by  Amtrak." 

We  want  and  are  entitled  to  real  high  speed  rail,  not  a  Micky  Mouse  system  that 
will  haunt  taxpayers  for  years  to  come. 
Here  is  what  we  are  asking  you  for: 

•  A  third   party  review  of  our  allegations  by  the  Office  of  Technology 
Assessment  or  any  independent,  qualified  organization. 

•  An  opportunity  for  our  team  of  consultants,  engineers,  manufacturers  and 
scientists  to  testify  before  you  -  one-half  day  of  your  time. 

This  is  the  moment  to  listen  and  act  -  before  billions  are  spent!  Let's  brush 
aside  the  lobbyists  and  special  interests  whose  motives  are  not  always  in  synch  with 
efficient,  dependable  and  safe  high  speed  rail.  Surely  we  deserve  to  be  heard. 

Thank  you. 


4- 
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EXHIBIT  I 

BENEFITS  BY  NOT  ELECTRIFYING 
(USING  DUAL-PROPULSION  TURBO  TRAINS) 


1 .  Saves  taxpayers  $600  million. 

2.  Avoids  depressing  property  values  as  a  result  of: 

(a)  the  unsightliness  of:  (12,000)  catenary  poles;  1300  miles  of  power 
lines  and  wires;  substations;  paralleling  stations,  switching  stations, 
fences  and  barricades  on  bridges  to  prevent  pedestrians  from  being 
electrocuted. 

(b)  fear  of  electromagnetic  radiation. 

3.  Avoids  loss  of  income  to  towns  from  depressed  property  values. 

4.  Avoids  intrusion  into  and  use  of  wetlands  and  open  spaces. 

5.  Avoids  the  possibility  that  the  huge  electromagnetic  field  created  by  the 
25,000  volt,  60  hertz  alternating  current  system  causes  cancer  in  adults  and 
leukemia  in  children.  If  the  National  Cancer  Institute  study,  now  undenway, 
returns  a  finding  that  extremely  low  levels  of  electromagnetic  radiation  cause 
cancer,  riders  will  stop  hding  on  electric  trains. 

6.  Avoids  the  noise,  dust-in-air,  soil  runoff  into  ponds  and  creeks,  and  general 
interference  with  local  businesses  which  will  result  from  the  four  years  of 
round-the-clock  construction  associated  with  electrification. 

7.  Provides  cleaner  air  (turbo  trains  produce  fewer  emissions  per  passenger 
mile  than  electric  trains). 
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8.  Provides  a  reduced  operating  cost  due  to  less  depreciation,  more  modest 
fuel  requirements  for  turbo  trains,  and  less  wear  on  rails  (turbo  trains  are 
lighter). 

9.  Because  turbo  trains  will  be  100%  designed  and  manufactured  in  the  USA, 
there  will  be  more  long-term  jobs  for  Americans. 

10.  Provides  greater  passenger  safety  because  lower  center  of  gravity  on  turbo 
trains  relative  to  electric  trains  means  its  harder  for  a  turbo  train  to  derail. 
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EXHIBIT  II 

BENEFITS  FROM  AN  INLAND  BYPASS 


1 .  Faster  sustained  speeds  (straighter  track  vs.  curves,  crossings  and  bridges 
which  limit  speed  along  shoreline  route). 

2.  Trip  times  of  under  2-1/2  hours  (NYC-Boston). 

3.  Avoid  adverse  impact  on  marine  traffic.  More  time  for  submarines,  barges, 
tugs,  and  pleasure  craft  to  traverse  waterways. 

4.  Avoids  safety  problem  with  old,  poorly-maintained  bridges. 

5.  Avoids  safety  problem  with  crossings  along  shoreline  route. 

6.  Minimum  impct  on  residents  because  a  rail  line  along  Interstate  95,  where 
there  is  already  a  high  noise  level,  is  more  acceptable  than  along  the 
normally  quiet  shoreline. 

7.  Avoids  safety  problem  of  curvy  rail  line  along  the  shoreline  route.  High 
speed  on  curves  is  more  dangerous  than  on  a  straightaway. 
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EXHIBIT  III 


MINUTES  PER  HOUR  AVAILABLE 

For  Boats,  Submarines,  Tugs,  Barges 

To  Pass  Through  Railroad  Bridge,  7-1 1  AM 


Thames  River 

Current  Planned 

38  19 


Mystic  RiverC*) 

Current  Planned 

37  11 


C )  No  time  for  bridge  to  be  open,  1 0  AM  to  1 1  AM. 

Assumptions: 

A.  5  minutes  to  open  or  close  bridge. 

B.  Bridge  must  in  in  a  mnning  (closed)  position  ten  minutes  before 
train  comes. 


U.S.  Department 
of  Transponation 

United  StatM 
Coast  Gua 
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EXHIBIT    IV 


Commander 

First  Coast  Guard  District 


Building  135A,  Governors  Island 
New  York.  NY   10004-S073 
Staff  Symbol:  (obr) 
Phone:  212-668-7994 


16590 

21  Jan  1994 


Mr.  Glenn  Goulet,  DTS-72 

USDOT/RSPA 

Volpe  National  Transportation  Systems  Center 

55  Broadway,  Kendall  Square 

Cambridge,  MA   02142 


1 


Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement/Report  Vol  I  (DEIS/R) 
for  the  proposed  electrification 
of  the  Northeast  Corridor  (NEC) 
main  line  between  New  Haven,  CT, 
and  Boston,  MA 


Dear  Mr.  Goulet: 


We  reviewed  the  document  associated  with  the  above  referenced 
DEIS/R.  Based  on  the  information  presented  regarding  the 
proposed  electrification  to  the  National  Railroad  Passenger 
Corporation's  (AMTRAK)  along  the  Northeast  Corridor  (NEC),  we 
want  to  identify  potential  impacts,  if  implemented,  to 
navigation,  including  commercial,  recreational  and  the 
governmental  vessels.   The  items  of  concern  are  as  follows: 

^'  General  Drawbridge  Operations  -  AMTRAK,  owns  and 
operates  five  railroad  bridges  spanning  the  following  navigable 
waterways  in  Connecticut:  1)  Connecticut  River;  2)  Niantic 
River;  3)  Shaws  Cove  ;  4)  Thames  River  and  5)  Mystic  River  on 
this  section  of  the  NEC.  Between  New  York  and  New  Haven,  AMTRAK 
and  METRO-NORTH  operate  an  additional  six  moveable  railroad 
bridges  over  Hutchinson,  Mianus,  Pequonnock,  Saugatuck,  Norwalk 
and  Housatonic  Rivers.  All  of  these  bridges  are  critical  to  the 
intermodal  corridors  that  they  serve.  Each  of  the  railroad 
bridges  have  various  drawbridge  regulations,  which  affect  the 
operation  of  recreational  and  commercial  vessels  (see  end  1). 
Historically,  railroad  drawbridge  owners,  such  as  AMTRAK,  have 
changed  the  train  schedules  without  considering  the  impacts  to 
marine  traffic.  Commercial  and  recreational  users  of  the 
waterway  have  complained  to  the  Coast  Guard  regarding  numerous 
and  unreasonable  delays  in  obtaining  bridge  openings.  The 
proposed  electrification  and  increase  in  passenger  train  service 
frequency  will  adversely  impact  marine  traffic  unless  provisions 
are  made  to  minimize  intermodal  conflicts  between  vessels  and 
railroad  operations. 
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b.  Bridge  Type  and  Design  -  For  various  reasons  the 
railroads  originally  elected  to  build  moveable  in  lieu  of  high 
level  fixed  bridges  along  the  NEC.  In  doing  this,  they 
acknowledged  and  accepted  the  responsibility  to  provide,  fully, 
for  the  reasonable  needs  of  marine  navigation.  The  Coast  Guard 
regulations,  when  no  special  regulation  exists,  require  the 
drawbridges  to  "open  promptly  on  demand"  whenever  a  vessel 
signals  or  requests  an  opening  and  a  train  is  not  "in  the  block" 
which  necessitates  the  bridge  being  closed  to  vessel  traffic. 
Only  marine  traffic  with  a  height  greater  than  that  which  the 
bridge  provides  are  effected.  However,  this  also  means  that  a 
train  due  to  cross  the  bridge  in  the  opposite  direction  should  be 
held  if  a  vessel  transit  would  be  delayed.  Thus,  the 
electrification  and  increased  passenger  train  speeds  have  the 
potential  to  lengthen  the  distance  between  home  signals,  the 
blocks,  and  the  time  period  when  the  railroad  and  FRA  would 
desire  to  maintain  the  bridge  in  the  down  position.  Substantial 
improvements  are  needed  to  the  communications  and  signal  systems 
should  help  minimize  this  problem. 

c.  Train  Operation  -  Today,  train  operations  do  not  take 
into  account  the  needs  and  rights  of  marine  traffic.  The 
schedules  are  developed  considering  only  rail  issues  without 
accounting  for  the  operating  time  of  drawbridges.  Similarly, 
when  upgrading  and  designing  the  operating  cycle  of  drawbridges 
the  cost  often  overrides  the  issues  or  need  for  rapid  and 
reliable  operation.  Thus,  forgetting  that  the  drawbridge  are  one 
of  the  most  critical  and  vulnerable  elements  in  the  system  to 
achieving  enhanced  and  consistent  on  time  performance  for  the 
railroad.  Today,  wind  down  clocks  with  5-7  minute  cycle  times 
are  tied  into  the  circuit  to  compensate  for  inadequate  signal  and 
communication  syst:em.  Frequently,  when  mariners  request  an 
opening  they  are  told  in  a  couple  of  minutes  after  the  scheduled 
train  has  crossed  the  bridge  and  the  opening  will  be  granted. 
Twenty  minutes  or  more  later  the  mariners  are  still  asking  the 
drawtender  where  is  that  train.  Again  emphasizing  a  need  for 
accurate  and  reliable  information  of  where  trains  are  at  all 
times.  Wind  down  clocks  should  be  eliminated  and  the  bridges 
with  significant  marine  traffic  should  be  left  in  the  open 
position  and  closed  only  when  a  train  is  going  to.  eminently  cross 
the  bridge. 

d.  Train  Scheduling  -  Current  train  scheduling  methods  have 
contributed  to  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  bridge  closures  due 
to  train  operations.  It  is  recognized  that  morning  and  evening 
rush  hours  create  a  need  for  increased  train  and  highway  traffic 
in  a  relatively  narrow  time  frame.  However,  by  enhanced 
communications,  continuous  trackiijg  of  train  locations,  and 
implementation  of  collision  avoidance  systems  in  the  engine  cab, 
train  headways  can  be  decreased,  adequate  windows  can  be 
established  to  pass  vessels  even  during  rush  hours  and  the  length 
of  rush  hours  can  be  reduced.  It  is  recognized  that  the  problem 
is  complicated  by  the  variable  time  it  takes  to  load  and  off  load 
passengers  at  the  stations,  the  number  of  stops  to  be  made  and 
how  many  other  railroad  operations  like  METRO-NORTH,  CONRAIL  etc. 
have  to  be  taken  into  account.   Nevertheless,  if  the  windows  are 
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established  and  the  planners  are  forced  to  account  for  them  a 
workable  system  can  be  achieved.  The  reliability  of  the 
drawbridge  like  the  weather  will  always  be  an  unknown.  But,  good 
preventive  maintenance  and  backup  systems  will  minimize  these 
concerns - 

e.  Marine  Operation  -  Depending  on  the  specific  waterway « 
marine  operating  capabilities  and  alternatives  vary.  On  some 
waterways,  transits  are  limited  to  mid  and  high  tide  situations. 
On  other  waterways,  marine  traffic  can  transit  under  all  stages 
of  the  tide.  In  other  instances  mariners  have  to  take  into 
account  the  direction  and  velocity  of  the  wind  and  current. 
Unfortunately,  all  of  these  factors  vary  on  a  daily  basis.  But, 
in  all  cases  it  is  important  to  recognize  that  a  waiting  vessel 
can  not  simply  stop  in  one  place  and  wait  for  some  unknown  amount 
of  time  the  way  a  train  or  car  can. 

f.  Economic  Impact  Assessment  -  Various  marine  interests 
have  indicated  to  the  Coast  Guard  that  they  believe  the  proposal 
will  be  detrimental  to  the  marine  community  and  the  numerous 
small  business  that  support  that  activity.  These  concerns  have 
raised  different  issues  from  being  contrary  to  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Initiatives  to  foster  marine  activities  in  the  Coastal 
Zone  to  impacting  existing  small  businesses  and  the  rights  of  the 
public  to  enjoy  water  related  activities.  With  the  proposed 
increase  to  over  50  train  a  day  and  a  conceived  opinion  of  a 
train  every  18-20  minutes,  the  access  through  passage  would  be 
adversely  affected.  It  also  appears  that  the  document  does  not 
provide  evidence  of  any  research  or  study  performed  to  determine 
the  economic  impact  of  the  electrification  proposal  on  commercial 
marine  facilities  in  Connecticut.  For  example,  the  Connecticut 
and  Thames  Rivers  have  substantial  commercial  traffic.  .  In  the 
sununer,  over  200  recreational  boats  per  hour  pass  under  the 
Connecticut  River  Railroad  and  1-95  (Baldwin)  Bridges.  Other 
facilities,  such  as  the  submarine  base  in  Groton,  could  also  be 
negatively  affected  by  the  increase  in  trains.  Limiting  access 
through  the  Mystic  Railroad  Bridge  would  adversely  affect  the 
economics  of  the  area  during  the  tourist  season. 

Based  upon  all  the  above  concerns  it  is  suggested  that  a  series 
of  meetings  be  scheduled  to  explore  these  concerns  and  develop 
viable  solutions  and  procedures  that  can  be  addressed  in  the  FEIS 
and  implemented  during  both  the  construction  and  operational 
stages.  It  is  also  requested  that  the  AMTRAK  and  FRA  utilize 
existing  computer  programs  to  analysis  and  optimize  various  train 
schedule  alternatives  and  solutions  before  these  meetings. 

I  am  willing  to  also  investigate  and  consider  drawbridge 
regulation  changes  that  do  not  unreasonably  interfere  with  marine 
needs  where  deemed  necessary  and  appropriate  to  facilitate 
intertnodal  transportation.  Additionally,  I  must  advise  you  that 
based  upon  the  configuration  changes  made  to  the  fixed  and 
moveable  bridge  structures,  bridge  permit  application  may  be 
required.  The  data  supplied,  to  date,  is  inadequate  to  evaluate 
this  issue. 
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Provisions  should  be  studied  and  addressed  to  decrease  the 
Impacts  to  marine  interests  and  efforts  should  be  made  to  take 
comments  from  the  marine  public  whenever  a  change  in  train 
scheduling  is  proposed. 

Sincerely, 


W.  C.  Hemlng 

Bridge  Administrator 

First  Coast  Guard  District 

By  direction  of  the  District  Commander 

End :   ( 1 )  Drawbridge  regulations-Connecticut 
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Citizens  Against  the  Amtrol^  Electrification  Project 

AMTRAK    3  HOUR    SERVICE  TO  BOSTON    -      YES     ! 
AMTRAK    ELECTRIFICATION    REQUIRED       -       NO      ! 


The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  /  Report  is  a  fatally  flawed 
if  not  dishonest  document .    If  the  objective  is  to  provide  fast  rail  schedules 
of  three  hours  or  somewhat  less  ,  electrification  is  nol  required  . 

In  fact  the  United  Aircraft    TurboTrains    of  1967    set  both  top  speed 
records  and  made  a  number  of  demonstration  runs  of  less  than  three  hours 
between  Boston  and  New  York  in   1967-68.    These  runs  were  on  the  "shore 
line"  during    the  New  Haven  and  Penn  Central  bankruptaes  long  before  the 
track  was  improved    to  its  present  condition. 

Now  nearly  thirty  years  later.  AMTRAK  is  promising  us  the  same  level 
of    performance  at  a  capital  cost  of  $  1 .6  Billion  for  unnecessary,  wasteful 
electrification  .  when  the  alternative  of  non-electric  self  propelled  transets  could 
do  the  job    better ,  and  at  a  fraction  of  the  cost . 

The  accompanying  charts  tell  the  story .  All  the  underlying  data 
has  been  obtained    from  AMTRAK .  the    FRA  /  DOT  under  the  "Freedom  of 
Information    Act"  ,  public  records  ,  technical  papers,  etc.  and  sources    are 
identified. 

Given  the  fact  that  there  is  no  engineering    or  economic    reason 
whatsoever  to  electrify,    it  seems  reasonable  to  ask  AMTRAK  to  abandon 
this  poorly  conceived  and  uneconomic  scheme  and  utilize  some  proven 
AMERICAN    technology. 

Two  of  the  worid  leaders  in  gas  turbine  engines  are  located  in 
Connecticut .   New  updated  train  designs  in  the  form  of  the    TURBO  III 
exist  and    can  be  put  into  production  quickly. 

New  100%  AMERICAN  BUILT  trains  can  be  running  well  before  any 
electrification  can  be  made  operational  between   New  York  and   Boston 

Save  the  taxpayer  from  a   Billion    €iollar  waste  of  scarce  dollars  ! 
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SAY    MQ    TO  ELECTRIRCATION 
NEW  HAVEN    -    BOSTON 

NO    OPERATIONAL    JUSTIRCATION 

Non -electric  TurimTrains  have  already  made  NY- BOS  test  (rips 

in  less  than  the  AMTRAK  goal  of  3  houre . 
Non -electric  TurtxiTrains  are  much  lighter  in  weight  and  require  far 

less  pcnver  for  equal  aooderation  performance. 
Non -electric  TurtxjTrains   create  less  than  50%  of  the  air  pollution  - 

less  noise  and  no  added   visual  pollution. 
Non  -  electric  TuriwTrains  have  operated  on  600v  third  rail  power 

into  Grand  Central  evid  Penn  Stations  for  many  yearo. 

So  H^  flfagtfTJi^  »Aa7  ffhsre  As  a  pmven  Amaican  tmin  a/tematMs    ? 

TOO  COSTLY 

Total  capital  costs  approxilfe  bilfion   -  with  no  trip  time  savings  ! 
No  operating  cost  savings  either-  actually  far  more  eKpensive  if  alt 
costs  are  included .  Energy   nearly  dout)le  with  electrification . 
Would  Increase  National  Debt  unnecessarily. 
Would  increase   the  cost  of  travel  by  rail  in  ttie  corridor. 

So  \¥fjv  efoctri/v  tffien  (here   is  a   better,  /ess   atnensMs  fMm/ithm  ? 

ENVIRONMEI^AUY  UNDESIRABLE 

More  pollution  from  power  plants  -  twice  the  energy  consumption  (and 
air  poflution)  of  setf  propelled  TURBO  trainsets  on  same  schedules. 
More  radio ,  T.V  interference  -  high  voltage  hazards  with  electrification. 
Unsightly  catenary  towers  and  wires  -  electrolytic  corrosion  problems 
Eledrificatian  installations  are  big  targets  for  varKlalism  and  terrorism 

So  why  eidctHy  when    these  nnMemf,  rj^n  A»  ^wwr^far/  ? 

THE  ALTERNATIVE 

Use  only  10  "  Turbo  III "  self  propelled  turbo-powered  trainsets  to 
provide  hourly  servioe  NY  •  BOS  with  a  2:50  hour  running  time . 
Cost:  $150  million.    Saves  U.S.  Taxpayers^t  A  Billion  plus  interest 

SO    mfY  ELEOmfFY   ? 


478 


EIGHT    MYTHS   ABOUT   AMTRAK's 
PROPOSED     ELECTRIFICATION     NEW    HAVEN  -  BOSTON 


MYTH  #1     Only  Electrification  can  eliminate  the  time  consuming  locomotive 
change  at  New  Haven .    (Remember  the  TURBO  trainsets  ?   - 
Boston  to  GCT  or  Penn  Station  -  no  locomotive  to  change  I ) 

MYTH  #2    Only  eledrification  will   permit  3  hour  trip  times  -  New  York 

-  Boston .     (  A  TURBO  already  did  it  in  1967  l)efore   millions 
was  spent  on  track  improvements) 

MYTH  #3    Bectrification  is  environmentally  preferable.  (Power  plants  make 
polluted  air  electric  trains  consume  more  energy  than  TURBO's) 

MYTH  #4    Electrically  propelled  trains  are  less  costly  to  operate  than  Turbo 
powered  trains  ( Not  so.  if  total  system  costs  are  counted  I ) 

MYTH  #5    Electrically  propelled  tiBins  are  more  reliable  than  Turbo  powered 
b^ns   (Not  so  -  TURBO'S  are  not  stopped  by  dowT>ed  wires, 
power   blackouts,  brownouts  ,  k»  storms  ,  loco,  fiailures  etc. ) 

MYTH  #6  Only  electrification  can  make  AMTRAK  ti^ns  "compatibte''  from 
Washington  -  Boston ,  (TURBO's  have  run  In  AMTRAK  revenue 
service  BOS- WASH  so  tt  is  feasible  to  avoki  electrification  totally  I) 

MYTH  #7    Only  overseas  buiklers  have  tiie  requisite  technology  for 

high  speed  trains  for  tiie  Northeast  CorTkk>r.  (History  proves 
otherwise.  Both  the  X-2000  and  the  ICE  have  yet  to  break  the 
speed  records  of  the  TURBO  I  set  in  1967  t) 

MYTH  #8      The  New  Haven  -  Boston  electrification  program  is  a  finandafly 
sound  undertaking .  (This  has  yet  to  be  eatisfaclorily  explained. 
Oonrail ,  who  also  Inherited  hundreds  of  miles  of  electrified  line  has 
torn  it  down  es  diesel  operation  has  proven  more  economksl !) 

ff^  these  myths  are  being  perpetuated  wfffi  our  tax  doOars 
by  both  AMTfiAK  and  DOT  bureaucrats  A  the  tjuesOon.  Smoe  there  is 
'stonewallhg'  ort  the  pnoyen  opGorts  such  as  the  U.S.  desigpied  and 
bufft  TUflBO  I  and   WRBO  III  tnsuhsets .  and  edtsoMely  no  menUon  of 
such    technolbgy  apffons  In  the  £fS  Itads  one  to  wonder  if  ttiis 
e/edrification  deal  is   r}ot  anottter  goverrynent  TfoortdoffsHe'. 

Can  He  afford  a^LSbUlion  blunder  ? 
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TRAIN     WEIGHT     COMPARISON 


LBS./ 
SEAT 


3000 


2000 


1000 


ELECTRIC 

X-2000 
L+5C+L 


DIESEL 
2  F40's  + 

L+ec+L 


LP    TURBO 

DEIS/R 
L  +  6  GARS 


ALT=RNATI\ 


TURBO  III 
TMT-6D 
6  CAR  SET 


DIESEL  DMT 

DMT-II-6D 

5  CAR  SET 


E  8 


All  Trains  shown  here  can  make  a  three  hour  schedule  NY  ■ 
4  one  minute  stops  are  scheduled. 


BOS  11  not  more  than 


Train  weight  is  a  prime  determinant  o1  train  resisrance.  acceleration  and  energy 
consumption     Train  acceleration  is  nearly  direaly  proportional  to   weight     F  =  Ma 
regardless  o1  the  type  o1  p>ower .    One  hall  the  weight  requires  1/2  the  power  for 
exactly  the  same  rate  ol  acceleration     Horsepower  per  ton  is  the  yardstick. 

The  weights  used  here  tor  the  X-2000  are  trom  the  Parsons-BrinkerhoH  AMTRAK 
Feasibility  Study  dated  March  IS.  1991   and  as  such    the  trains  do  not  meet    FRA 
strength  standards.     Any  Europ>ean  design  such  as  the  X-2000  could  be  expected  to 
be  heavier  and  have  degraded  performance,  an  item  overlooked    in  the  AMTRAK 
program.  With  8800  HP  and    443  tons  the  power  weight  ratio  is  19.86  HP/ ton. 

The   2  F40  diesel  locos  with  6  cars  can  make  the  required  schedule  according  to 
DOT/FRA  simulations.  WHh  one  more  car  than  the  X-2000  consist .  the  6000    HP   tram 
has  a  power  weight  ratio  o<  9.65  HP/ton    Schedule  3  16  or  2:53  depending  on  speed 
limits.  This  is  with  existing  locomotives  and  cars      This  is  the 'NO  BUILD"  case 

The  ALTERNATIVE  train  "LP  TURBO"  was  obtained  under  the   "Freedom  ot 
Information  Ad " .  This  train  consisted  of  one  Turbo  locomotive  and  6  cars  was 
simulated  with  a  trip  time  ol  3  hr  1   minute,  including  four  1.25  min    stops     This  train 
was  grossly  underpowered    (at  2500  HP)  with  a  power  weight  ratio  ol  only    6.64  HP  / 
ton  .    With  one  less  car  to  match  the  X-2000.  the  time  would  be  less  than3  hours 


The  TURBO  III  shows  superimposed    as  T-l"  the  original  record  breaking  TURBO  -I 
(at  25.78  HPrton)  and  the  new  TURBO  III  at  20.51   HP/  ton  .  slightly  higher  than  the   X- 
2000  in  terms  ol  acceleration  performanoe  but    with  45%  ol  the  installed  power 

Similar  in  design  to  the  TURBO  III  .  the  Diesel  powered  DMT  -6  has  power  weight 
ratios  ranging  Irom  7.4  HP/Ion  to  14.1   HP/Ion 
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ENERGY     CONSUMPTION 

KILOWATT  HOURS  PER  ONE  WAY  TRIP  -  FOR  3  HOUR  TRIP 


The  energy  oonsumplions  shown  here  are  all  kx  Irip  limes  erf  about  Ihiee  hours 

The  X-2000  and  similar  trains  obviously  require  elecnilication  between  New  Haven  and 
Boston,  and  in    certain  cases  FRA  waivers  lor  higher  curve  speeds  ( requiring  op>eration 
at  higher  lateral  loroe  levels  than  is  customarily  permrtled  ■  more  than  "3in    ol  unbalanced 
superelevation'.) 

Due  to  the  large  number  ot  curves  on  the  route  there  are  a   large  number  of 
accelerations  and  decelerations  neoessaiy.  particularly  at  higher  speeds 

The  X-2000  and  TURBO  III  both  have  nearly  20  HP /ton  and   would  be  expected  to  have 
similar  perlormance.  but  the   TURBO  III  weighs  less  than  half  as  much  as  the  X-2000  train, 
therelore   energy  consumption  is  about  halt  as  much  also. 

The  Diesel  F-40  powered  train  .  being  extremely  heavy   (260  tons  lor  looos  only)  uses  the 
most  energy  per  trip  ol  any  d  the  trains  as  might  be  expected. 

The  "LP  Turbo  is  relatively  heavy  and  lower  powered.  This  results  in  the  most  marginal 
Irip  time  perlormance  but  considerably  less  energy  than  the  typical  electric   tram 

The  X-2000.  F-40  powered  trains .  and  the  LP  TURBO  were   all  simulated  by  either  Parsons 
-  BrinkerhoU  lor  AMTRAK .  or   DOT/FRA  tor  AUTRAK  .   The  TURBO  III  was  simulated  by 
Trailblazer  Technologies.  Inc.  while  the    DMT   Trainset  was  simulated  by  Cummins  Engine  Co. 
and  Trailblazer.  The   tMO  latter   trains  v»ere    compared  to  original  United  Aircraft  actual  tram 
perlormance  on  the  route 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  lightest  trains  use  substantially  less  energy  Clearly  any  ol  the 
ALTERNATIVES  is  lar  superior  to  the  pror>osed  elecJrilication  .  particularly  as  to  reducing 
operating  costs  and  pollution. 
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AIR     POLLUTION 


TOTAL  KG  OF  POLLUTANTS  PER  TRIP 


KQ. 

200 

150 
100 
60 


ELECTRIC 
X-2000 


DIESEL 
2  F40'8+6C 


LP  TURBO 
DEIS/R 


A  L  1    E  R  N  A  T 


TURBO  III 
TMT-6D 


_^^_ 


DIESEL  DMT 
DMT-II-6D 


V  E  S 


All  trains  shown  ara  on  3  hour  schedules  approodmaleiy. 

The   eledric  powered  X-2000  requires  power  drawn  trom  nriany  sources .  and 
lor  purposes  o(  this  comparison  SO  %  of  the  power  was  assumed  to  be  generated 
by  burning   natural  gas  in  the  most  modem  gas  turbine  installation  available .  and 
50%  by  oil  fired  gas  turbines,  in  line  with  statements  in  the   DEIS/R 

In  reality  the  mix  is  not  anything    like  this,  with  older  oil   fired  steam  boilers,  less 
efledent  plants ,   and  even  the  use   ol  coal  (with  SO2  emissions)  being  used. 
I^lonethless  by   taking  the  nearly  ideal  generating  soenerio,  the  three  viable 
alternatives  are  all  substantially  under  the  electric  power  generation  pollution . 

The  TURBO  powered  trains  represent  the  least  pollution  generated.  The  modem 
TURBO  engine  has  beneritted  immensely  from  decades  oi  research  and  aero  engine 
development  .  For  example  the  ST-6  engine  on  the  TURBO- 1  ol  1967  was  rated  at 
400  HP.   Today  the  same  (vastly  improved)  engine  planned  tor  the  TURBO  III  is  rated 
at  1050  HP  I    The  low  pollution  ol  turtw  engine  makes  them  the  preterred  option  lor 
higher  power  requirentents  -  such  as  high  speed  trains. 

A  word  about  the   conventional  Diesel  locomotive  pollution,  which  is  high. 
Untortunalely  the  large  locomotive  Diesel  engines  are  rtotoriously  'dirty*  as  the 
produce  nearly   twice  the    polulion  per  horsepower  hour  as  modem  high   lech 
aulomotive    diesels.     H  dillerent  engines  were  substuluted  and  the  total  HP  hours  o( 
operation  remained  the  same ,  the  pollution  would  be  approodmately  cut  in  tialL  ■ 

Such  engines  are  used  in  the  DMT-II-6D  wttere  a  lighter  weight  train  and  low  pollution 
engines  substantially  reduces  Diesel  emissiorts. 
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PROJECT  COSTS 


IN  MILUONS  OF  DOLLARS 


<  WITHOUT  OVERRUNS  ) 


8  COSTS  . 
1600 
1400 
1200 
1000 
800 
600 
400 
200 
0 


FUNDS 
APPRO- 
PRIATED 


90rpC 
lOOO 

lOOCi 

?fflS 
laaa. 


628.6 


ELECTRIC 
X-2000 
L+5C+L 


DIESEL 
2  F40'a  ••■ 

L+ec+L 


•NO  BUILD' 


LP    TURBO 

OBS/R 
L  ■<■  6  CARS 


ALT 


TURBO  11^ 
TMT-6D 
6  CAR  SET 


E  R  N  A  T  I 


1.316.5 
■«•  286 


0-60 


DIESEL  DMT 

DMT-U-6D 
6  CAR  SET 


V  E  S 


200 


155 


80 


Funds  appropriated  and  the  project  costs  are  from  AMTRAK  "Quarterty  Update  on 
the  Northeast  High  Speed  Rail  Improvemefit  ProiecT  tiy  David  J.  Carol  dated   1/28/94 

In  column  two  ,  the  $265  million  item  is  (or  "Vendor  Financing*  neoessaiy  lor  the  26 
trainsets  proposed  by  AMTB/^K    (estimated  to  be  $20  million  per  tralnseL)  The 
$1,316.5  million  capital  cost  estimate  is  in  addition  so  that  the  project  cost  will  be  al 
least  $1 .6  BILLION  •  if  there  are  no  cost  cvemins. 

The  need  lor  26  trainsets  must  be  questioned.  With  any  kind   of  reasonable  asset 
utilization,  only  Ian  trainsets  are  required .  not  26.  Even  with  ten  trainsets  the  capacity 
approaches  the  100%  of  the  present  airline  capacity  New  Yoc1(-  Boston   I  This 
appears  to  be  either  totally  unrealistic  or  the  planned  train  utilization    is  far  too  low. 

Under  the  *No  Build*  option .  one  possibility  is  the  acquisition  of  20  General  Electric 
"tienesis*  locomotives  with  third  rail  traction,  to  eliminate  the  loconKstive  change  at 
New  Haven  -  at  the  p  ahiy  sum  of  about  SO  million. 

The  2  TURBO  altemalives  or  the  Diesel  DMT  ahemative  all  require  10  trainsets 
and  are  estimated  k>  cost  as  indicated  below  the  column.  Prices  lor  the  TURBO  III  - 
TVT-6D  and  DMT-  lt-6D  ware  supplied  by  RADER  RAILCAR.  INC.  a  100% 
y^erican  firm. 


WHY     ELECTRIFY    ?  ?  ? 
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TurboTrain. 


moTrain 


The  equipment  for  successful  rail  passenger  service  is  available 
now.  It  is  the  TurboTrain  .  .  .  the  only  new  nonelectrified  intercity 
passenger  train  built  in  North  America 


NqW  rllDIIC  lllldQG.  The  TurboTrain  provides  a  NEW  IMAGE 
through  advanced  technology  and  aesthetics.  The  pas- 
senger response  as  surveyed  by  the  U  S,  Department  of 
Transportation  shows  use  and  acceptance  far  atx>ve  exist 
ing  railroad  averages. 

LCOIOylCdl.  The  TurboTrain  emits  1/2  to  1/40  the  total 
amount  of  pollutants  for  a  given  trip  as  compared  to  other 
forms  of  powered  surface  transportation. 

uOCIDIOyludI*  The  TurboTrain  uses  existing  nghtsof  way. 
wtth  no  disruption  of  homes  and  environment  or  reduction 
in  taxable  land 

uUIIIIUI  lu*  The  TurtxiTram  passenger  amenities  are  innovative 
and  include  all  the  latest  airimetype  conveniences  m  seat- 
ing, lighting,  and  environmental  control,  as  well  as  modern 
toilets,  food  service,  and  lounge  areas. 


r6ri0rin3nCu.  The  TurboTrain.  which  is  powered  by  United 
Aircraft  of  Canada  Limited  ST6  gas  turbine  engines. 
operates  at  higher  average  speeds  due  to  a  unique  bank- 
ing suspension  system  which  permits  higher  curve  speeds 
than  conventional  equipment  improved  acceleration  and 
braking  also  contribute  to  higher  average  speeds  Tram 
speeds  of  over  170  mph  have  been  achieved,  with  present 
daily  operation  above  100  mph 

rluXIDIIIll.  The  TurboTrain  is  avarlabte  m  consists  of  3  to  9 
cars  and  has  been  run  in  multiple-unit  operation  (tandem 
sets)  to  14  cars.  The  bidirectional  capability  eliminates 
turn-around  time  at  terminals 


inieresied. 


.  in  Tomorrow's  Train  . . .  Today  .  . .  write: 


Mr.  Thomas  G.  Radef.   President 

RADER      RAILCAR  .   INC. 

10700   East  40th    Avenue 

Denver  .  Colorado    80239 

Td.      303-371-4955 
FAX   303-371-8712 


I    of    Un>t*d    Aircraft    Corporation 
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[Clerk's  note. — ^The  document  entitled,  The  Truth  About  the 
Amtrak  Electrification  Project,  will  be  retained  in  the  Subcommit- 
tee's files.] 

Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
COALITION  OF  NORTHEASTERN  GOVERNORS 

WITNESS 

JOHN  EGAN,  COMMISSIONER,  NEW  YORK  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION,  REPRESENTING  THE  COALITION  OF  NORTH- 
EASTERN GOVERNORS 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  call  Commissioner  John  Egan  of  the  New 
York  State  Department  of  Transportation.  He  is  speaking  for  the 
Coalition  of  Northeastern  Grovemors. 

Commissioner,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Egan,  Well,  thank  you.  Congressman  Price  and  Congress- 
man Wolf  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  subcommittee  on 
issues  related  to  fiscal  year  1995  transportation  appropriations. 

I  am  John  Egan,  Commissioner  of  Transportation  for  the  State 
of  New  York.  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  Coalition  of  North- 
east Governors,  an  organization  to  which  the  nine  northeastern 
governors  examine  regional  problems  and  undertake  cooperative 
actions. 

This  year,  my  Governor,  Mario  Cuomo,  is  lead  governor  in 
CONEG  for  rail  programs.  Of  course,  this  committee  knows  the  im- 
portance of  transportation  to  the  Nation's  economy,  mobility  and 
quality  of  life.  New  York  and  the  rest  of  the  northeast  States  ap- 
preciate the  leadership  you  have  shown  in  funding  transportation's 
programs  within  these  tight  budget  times. 

Fiscal  year  1995  will  be  no  different.  It  is  a  difficult  time,  but  the 
importance  of  transportation  investments  now  and  for  the  future 
require  continued  commitments  at  all  levels  of  government. 

In  my  own  State  of  New  York,  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  four-year, 
$21  billion  highway  and  transit  capital  program.  The  $8  billion 
Federal  share  of  this  program  assumes  full  funding  of  ISTEA  and 
transit  authorizations. 

I  and  my  colleagues  in  the  northeast  urge  you  to  do  all  you  can 
to  ensure  that  the  Federal  commitment  of  approximately  40  per- 
cent of  New  York  State's  needs  to  surface  transportation  outlined 
in  ISTEA  is  fulfilled. 

A  vital  commitment  of  our  multimodal  transportation  systems  in 
the  northeast  is  our  rail  program.  The  northeast  governors  have 
long  supported  funding  for  Amtrak  in  the  Northeast  Corridor  Im- 
provement Program,  this  includes  support  for  the  electrification  of 
the  New  York  to  Boston  segment,  as  well  as  improvements  from 
New  York  to  Washington. 

The  CONEG  Governors  also  support  the  administration's  pro- 
posed funding  for  Amtrak's  capital  program  and  would  urge  the 
committee  to  increase  this  conmiitment,  if  at  all  possible.  There  is 
a  great  need  to  reinvest  in  Amtrak's  rail  equipment,  which  has  fall- 
en into  disrepair  in  many  corridors  due  to  deferred  maintenance. 

For  example,  in  New  York's  empire  corridor,  the  turbo-liner 
equipment  purchased  in  1976  to  operate  at  high  speed  has  not  been 
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adequately  maintained  and  is  in  desperate  need  of  replacement. 
However,  there  are  no  funds  programmed  by  Amtrak  to  purchase 
new  equipment  for  this  heavily  utilized  service.  The  rail  riders  in 
the  northeast  have  proven  they  will  use  rail  service  if  reliable 
equipment  is  available. 

The  most  heavily  utilized  station  on  the  Amtrak  station  is  Penn 
Station,  New  York.  Nearly  4  out  of  every  10  Amtrak  riders  begins 
or  ends  their  trip  at  this  terminal.  Over  16,000  intercity  rail  pas- 
sengers use  this  station  daily,  along  with  about  260,000  Long  Is- 
land Railroad  and  New  Jersey  transit  commuter  rail  riders.  The 
current  station  is  overcrowded  and  cannot  accommodate  the  growth 
in  any  of  these  rail  services. 

Availability  of  the  Farley  Post  Office,  adjacent  to  Penn  Station, 
presents  a  unique  opportunity  to  move  intercity  rail  passengers  to 
this  facility  and  allow  expansion  of  both  Amtrak  and  commuter  rail 
service.  Amtrak  riders  will  be  provided  with  more  ticket  and  wait- 
ing space  and  better  pedestrian  access  to  surface  streets. 

As  a  centerpiece  of  the  national  Amtrak  system,  we  request  the 
subcommittee  to  endorse  the  administration's  budget  request  for 
the  Penn  Station  Redevelopment  Project. 

If  intercity  passenger  rail  is  to  attract  more  riders  and  become 
a  cost-effective  alternative  to  air  service  and  auto  traffic,  travel 
speeds  must  be  increased.  A  number  of  States  are  attempting  to 
provide  higher  speeds  on  existing  passengers  services  or  initiate 
new  services. 

However,  there  are  no  Federal  rail  funds  available  to  assist  in 
this  task.  The  administration  has  proposed  $32  million  for  high- 
speed rail  technology  research  and  development  but  no  funds  for 
corridor  development.  The  House  Budget  Resolution  contains  lan- 
guage strongly  supporting  Federal  investment  in  high-speed  rail. 

I  urge  this  committee  to  seriously  consider  this  recommendation 
to  allow  States  like  New  York  to  upgrade  our  rail  passenger  serv- 
ices. 

Recently  with  a  $3  million  grant  from  FRA,  we  are  already  work- 
ing with  Amtrak  to  upgrade  an  existing  locomotive  to  operate  at  a 
speed  of  up  to  125-miles  per  hour  on  the  empire  corridor.  This  dem- 
onstration should  begin  by  September  of  this  year  and  if  successful 
would  be  an  excellent  opportunity  to  transfer  this  technology  to 
other  corridors  around  the  Nation. 

While  we  are  fully  committed  to  improving  existing  rail  services, 
we  also  believe  that  the  Nation  must  continue  looking  at  promising 
new  technologies. 

My  State  and  others  were  disappointed  that  the  administration 
did  not  propose  funding  for  continued  research  and  development  of 
Maglev  technology.  Several  private  firms  led  by  Grumman  and 
other  U.S.  firms  have  proposed  development  and  testing  of  a  U.S.- 
built  Maglev  vehicle. 

These  vehicles  are  already  available  in  Germany  and  in  Japan. 
We  are  not  willing  to  concede  that  this  country  cannot  develop  the 
Maglev  technology  which  indeed  was  invented  at  Brookhaven  Lab- 
oratories on  Long  Island. 

I  urge  this  committee  to  provide  the  funding  and  to  finance  half 
of  this  proposed  project.  New  York  stands  ready  to  finance  the  sec- 
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ond  half.  This  seems  like  a  small  price  to  continue  this  Nation's  de- 
velopment of  this  promising  mode. 

One  last  issue  I  would  like  to  raise  before  this  committee  is  the 
proposed  change  in  cost-sharing  arrangements  between  Amtrak 
and  the  States  under  section  403(b)  program.  CONEG  States  like 
New  York  and  Pennsylvania,  as  well  as  other  States  like  Michigan, 
have  long  invested  in  passenger  rail  services.  Hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  have  been  committed  in  these  States  and  these  same 
States  should  not  have  to  increase  their  contributions  on  existing 
Amtrak  services  in  order  to  free  up  funds  for  new  States  to  join 
this  program.  If  new  State-sponsored  services  are  requested,  then 
additional  funds  should  be  provided. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  John  Egan  follows:] 
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Thank  you  tor  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the 
Coalition  of  Northeastern  Governors  (CONEG)  on  the  issue  of  funding  in  the  FY  1995 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  appropriation.   CONEG  is  an  organization  through 
which  the  nine  Northeastern  Governors  have  examined  shared  regional  problems, 
explored  new  policies,  and  undertaken  cooperative  actions  over  the  past  eighteen  years. 

Transportation  in  all  its  facets  has  been  and  remains  a  key  issue  for  the 
Northeastern  states'  economic  vitality  and  their  social  well-being.   In  both  our  densely 
populated  transponation  corridors  and  more  rural  areas,  an  integrated  transportation 
network  provides  essential  mobility  for  people,  goods  and  ideas  in  our  states. 

TTie  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  and  the  National  Energy  Policy  Act  have  all  had  a  profound  and 
sometimes  conflicting  effect  on  our  states.   All  levels  of  government  are  challenged  to 
meet  the  financial  requirements  of  these  different  pieces  of  legislation.   No  one  better 
understands  the  budget  constraints  faced  by  Congress  than  a  state  Governor.  A  need  for 
deficit  reduction  compounds  the  process  of  painful  choices  among  different  programs. 

Against  this  background,  we  want  to  share  with  you  our  views  on  transportation 
investments  that  will  benefit,  not  only  our  region,  but  the  nation  as  a  whole.   First,  let  us 
begin  by  thanking  you  for  your  support  for  transportation  programs  that  benefit  the 
citizens  and  businesses  in  the  Northeast.   Your  help  has  made  a  difference  in  the  quality 
of  life  in  our  region. 
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The  CON  EG  Governors  support  Amtrak's  request  for  $270  million  for  the 
Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project  (NECIP)  for  FY  1995.   With  CONEG's 
regional  perspective  of  NECIP.  we  support  the  program  of  improvements  between  New 
Haven  and  Boston  as  well  as  improvements  south  of  New  York  City.   We  believe  that 
the  pending  procurement  of  ail  26  new  train  sets  for  the  Northeast  Corridor  will  begin 
the  essential  process  of  recapitalizing  Amtrak.   We  are  very  pleased  that  Amtrak's 
leadership  has  closely  linked  this  major  equipment  procurement  to  the  economic 
development  potential  for  the  railroad  supply  industry. 

Equally  important  to  the  region  are  the  feeder  lines  that  support  the  Northeast 
Corridor.   No  area  has  been  more  disaffected  by  the  erosion  of  capital  than  the  feeder 
routes.   Lack  of  new  equipment,  deferred  maintenance  of  existing  equipment,  and 
corporate  down-sizing  have  all  contributed  to  a  critical  situation.   This  situation  can  not 
be  solved  by  two  non-electric  train  sets  for  the  entire  country.   It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  feeder  lines  lead  west  to  Chicago  and  Detroit.   Expanded,  economically 
justifiable  service  that  begins  in  the  Northeast  feeds  not  only  the  Northeast  Corridor,  but 
also  the  population  centers  of  the  .Midwest. 

We  do  not  support  the  Administration's  desire  to  change  the  calculation  of  403 
(b)  costs  from  the  current  method  of  short-term  avoidable  loss  to  long  term  avoidable 
costs.  The  proposed  approach  fails  to  consider  the  states'  investments  in  passenger  rail 
service.   The  need  for  additional  revenue  and  cost  responsibility  should  be  considered  in 
an  overall  review  of  passenger  rail  finance,  rather  than  on  a  one-program-at-a-time  basis. 
The  Northeast  states  would  welcome  such  an  comprehensive  discussion. 
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The  CONEG  Governors  have  endorsed  the  concept  of  a  stable  and  predicable 
funding  source  for  Amtrak.   Amtrak's  1995  Legislative  Report  recommends  one  small 
step  that  could  be  part  of  a  comprehensive,  long-term  plan.  Amtrak  now  pays  federal     • 
fuel  taxes  with  federal  operating  grant  funds.  These  funds  could  be  isolated  --  passenger 
rail  trust  fund  --  for  the  purchase  of  equipment.  Such  a  fund  would  also  allow  increased 
private  financing.   Ultimately  other  funds,  such  as  insurance  reimbursements,  could  be 
included. 

If  intercity  passenger  rail  is  to  attract  increased  ridership,  it  must,  in  part  provide 
increased  service  and  higher  speeds.  This  will  require  an  improved  working  relationship 
with  freight  railroads.   In  the  interest  of  promoting  safe  and  efficient  rail  services, 
CONEG  urges  Congress  to  address  the  serious  issue  of  tort  liability  limits  for  intercity 
passenger  rail  service,  including  those  provided  on  private  railroad  property  or  provided 
by  private  carriers  under  contract  with  a  state  agency  or  authority.    The  exposure  to 
unlimited  claims  threatens  the  very  ability  of  public  agencies  to  provide  these  essential 
transportation  services.   Federal  legislation  to  impose  limits  on  tort  claims  and  to  provide 
a  public  funding  mechanism  to  establish  a  pool  for  intercity  passenger  rail  service  liability 
claims  would  provide  a  uniform  solution  to  an  issue  which  involves  numerous  jurisdictions 
throughout  the  country. 

We  also  believe  that  Congress  can  facilitate  high  speed  rail  efforts  by  carefully 
reviewing  procedures,  such  as  customs  and  immigration  activities,  which  delay  trains, 
lengthen  travel  times,  and  disrupt  passengers.  Such  improvements  would  benefit 
passengers  and  service  in  the  Northeast  and  Washington  State  as  well  as  Michigan. 
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Research  and  investment  in  new  technologies  can  aiso  play  an  important  role  in 
enhancing  the  capacity  and  service  of  intercity  rail.  The  efforts  of  the  1-95  Coalition  to 
enhance  intelligent  vehicle  highway  systems  merit  strong  financial  support.   The  efforts  by 
the  group  to  promote  intermodal  coordination  are  particularly  innovative.   We  also 
believe  that  research  could  enhance  our  understanding  of  the  potential  of  magnetic 
levitation.  Two  recent  favorable  reports  on  maglev  by  the  National  Maglev  Initiative  and 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are  encouraging.   We  recognize  the  difficult  financial 
obstacles  the  Congress  faces,  but  we  believe  that  investment  in  IVHS  and  maglev  will 
provide  strong  returns  on  investments. 

Ultimately,  these  transportation  investments  benefit  the  people,  economy  and 
environment  of  the  Northeast  and  the  nation.  Clearly,  people  are  the  strength  of  any 
region.   We  note  the  recent  death  of  Dr.  Jean  Gottman,  the  geographer  who  first  saw  a 
Northeast  Corridor  as  an  integrated  megalopolis;  the  retirement  of  Richard  D.  Johnson, 
the  Chief  Engineer  of  NECIP  after  43  years  in  railroading  who  saw  to  it  that  the 
Corridor  worked;  and  the  profound  loss  of  Charles  Steward  of  the  Massachusetts  Bay 
Transportation  Authority,  who  saw  the  potential  of  the  whole  Corridor  and  unselfishly 
shared  everything  he  saw. 

Again,  the  Governors  thank  you  for  your  continued  support  of  these  vital 
programs. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Egan. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes,  Mr.  Egan,  thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

What  is  the  ratio  with  regard  to  Penn  Station?  How  much  has 
the  State  of  New  York  put  in? 

Mr.  Egan.  One-third. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  much  has  the  City  of  New  York  put  in? 

Mr.  Egan.  We  believe  they  are  going  to  make  a  commitment  of 
one  quarter  to  one-third. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  it  would  be  one-third,  then? 

Mr.  Egan.  One-third  Federal,  one-third  State,  one-third  city.  We 
are  hoping  to  get  a  contribution  from  Amtrak,  but,  obviously,  with 
Amtrak's  problems  in  funding  we  do  not  anticipate  getting  a  sig- 
nificant contribution  there. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  said  one-third,  one-third  and  then  the  city  would 
be  one  third,  or  hopefully? 

Mr.  Egan.  I  said  hopefully  one-fourth  to  one  third. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  it  was  one-fourth,  who  would  make  up  the  dif- 
ference? 

Mr.  Egan.  Either  at  the  State  level  or  at  the  Amtrak  level. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  we  appreciate  your  being  here. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
TRIANGLE  TRANSIT  AUTHORriY  (TTA) 

WITNESS 
JAMES  M.  RITCHEY,  JR.,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  TTA 

Mr.  Price.  Next  we  will  call  the  General  Manager  of  the  Triangle 
Transit  Authority  in  North  Carolina,  Jim  Ritchey.  Jim,  we  are  glad 
to  have  you  here.  I  am  particularly  glad  to  welcome  you  as  a  con- 
stituent and  a  transportation  leader  in  our  State. 

We  would  be  glad  to  hear  an  oral  summary  of  your  testimony 
and  put  the  full  statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Ritchey.  Congressman  Price,  thank  you  very  much.  Con- 
gressman Wolf,  it  is  really  a  pleasure  to  be  here  to  talk  to  the  sub- 
committee today  about  the  Triangle  region  and  public  transpor- 
tation in  our  region.  The  Triangle  area  is  a  growing  and  emerging 
area  in  the  United  States,  growing  perhaps  more  rapidly  than  al- 
most any  other  area  in  the  country. 

Over  the  last  30  years  the  Triangle  has  doubled  in  population  to 
nearly  740,000  people,  and  over  the  next  30  years  we  expect  the 
Triangle  area  to  grow  to  approximately  1.2  million  people.  Jobs 
likewise  have  grown  dramatically  in  the  Triangle  area,  up  131  per- 
cent over  the  last  20  years  to  nearly  500,000  jobs  today. 

We  expect  to  add  another  400,000  jobs  in  the  Triangle  area  by 
the  year  2020.  This  explosive  growth  in  the  Triangle  area  has  led 
us  to  understand  that  we  cannot  build  our  way  out  of  our  traffic 
jams  through  highways  alone.  Through  that  understanding  the 
General  Assembly  formed  the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  in  1989, 
and  in  1991  enacted  a  vehicle  registration  tax  to  support  the  work 
of  the  Triangle  Transit  Authority. 
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The  Authority  has  four  programs.  First,  a  Ride-Sharing  Program 
to  promote  car  pooHng  and  van  pooHng  throughout  the  region.  Car 
pooHng  supports  about  a  third  of  the  passenger  trips  in  the  Tri- 
angle area.  The  Ride-Sharing  Program  is  like  many  other  ride- 
sharing  programs  across  the  country. 

We  have  also  started  a  regional  bus  service  to  connect  the  local 
bus  services  in  the  three  cities  as  well  as  to  provide  access  to  the 
Research  Triangle  Park  and  the  airport.  Through  an  arrangement 
with  Wake  County,  we  provide  a  human  service  transportation 
called  Wake  Coordinated  Transportation  Service.  We  also  engage 
in  a  long-range  planning  program. 

Our  long-range  planning  study  is  called  the  Triangle  Fixed 
Guideways  Study.  We  seek  to  build  consensus  within  Wake,  Or- 
ange and  Durham  Counties  concerning  the  desirability,  feasibility 
and  location  of  a  fixed  guideway  transit  system. 

We  understand  that  building  a  corridor  is  not  simply  la3dng 
down  rails  or  putting  a  facility  in  the  center  of  a  freeway.  Building 
a  corridor  means  a  combination  of  both  land  use  and  transportation 
improvements.  The  study  has  sought  to  understand  our  region,  de- 
termine how  and  where  growth  may  occur  and  how  we  might  focus 
future  regional  growth  into  some  transit-oriented  development. 

We  are  now  considering  alternatives  from  light  rail  to  high  occu- 
pancy vehicle  lanes  to  bus  ways  and  also  regional  rail  or  commuter 
rail  alternatives.  Now,  the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  has  received 
one  grant  from  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  a  planning 
grant  to  support  our  Triangle  Fixed  Guideways  Study.  We  are  also 
awaiting  approval  of  a  Section  3  grant  funded  in  the  fiscal  year 
1993  transportation  appropriations  bill  for  20  buses  fueled  by  com- 
pressed natural  gas. 

Now,  today  we  are  here  to  make  four  requests  to  the  House. 
First  of  all,  we  hope  that  operating  assistance  at  its  current  levels 
may  be  permitted  to  continue.  Although  the  Triangle  Transit  Au- 
thority does  not  directly  receive  any  operating  assistance,  operating 
assistance  is  needed  and  helpful  to  the  local  transit  operations 
which  form,  as  the  feeder  bus  routes,  to  the  Triangle  Transit 
Authority's  regional  service. 

We  also  hope  that  the  Congress  can  consider  an  extension  of  the 
CMAQ  or  the  congestion  and  air  quality  funds,  and  an  extension 
to  maintenance  areas.  We  are^  hopeful  the  Triangle  area  will 
achieve  a  maintenance  status  shortly  and  the  funds  that  are  avail- 
able through  CMAQ  currently  can  be  very  helpful  in  helping  us  to 
maintain  our  air  quality  in  the  Triangle  area. 

Third,  we  seek  your  support  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina's  re- 
quest for  a  little  over  $28  million  for  public  transportation  projects 
Statewide.  This  request  includes  an  operating  and  maintenance  fa- 
cility for  the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  so  that  we  can  maintain 
our  current  equipment  as  well  as  the  new  compressed  natural  gas 
buses,  a  park  and  ride  lot.  That  is  a  series  of  lots  we  expect  to  con- 
struct over  the  next  five  to  seven  years  and  an  automatic  vehicle 
location  system. 

We  also  seek  some  additional  planning  funds  to  help  us  conclude 
the  Triangle  Fixed  Guideways  Study.  We  estimate  the  funds  need- 
ed at  roughly  $300,000  so  that  the  request  of  the  Federal  funds  is 
roughly  $240,000.  I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
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pear  before  the  subcommittee  today,  and  I  look  forward  to  answer- 
ing any  questions  that  you  might  have. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  James  Ritchey,  Jr.  follows:] 
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Triangle  TrantH  Authority 


Teitimony  of  Jamet  M.  Ritchey,  Jr. 
Genernl  Manager,  Triangle  Transit  Authority 

House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
April  25, 1994 

1  am  pleased  today  to  present  testimony  about  the  status  and  future  of  public  transportation  in  the  Triangle 
region.  The  Research  Triangle  region  includes  Wake,  Durham,  and  Orange,  with  a  total  estimated  1992 
population  of  737,269  persons.  While  the  Research  Triangle  is  becoming  a  single  region,  it  started  out  as  three 
separate  and  different  municipalities:  Chapel  Hill,  Durham,  and  Raleigh.  Chapel  Hill,  the  smallest  of  the 
three,  is  the  home  of  the  University  of  North  Carolina.  Durham,  the  next  largest  city,  has  been  a 
manufacturing  center,  and  is  the  location  of  Duke  University  and  Medical  Center,  the  largest  single  employer 
in  the  region.  Raleigh  is  the  largest  of  the  three  cities  and  developed  as  a  government  center  around  the  state 
capital  located  in  the  downtown.  In  addition  to  state  government,  Raleigh  is  also  the  location  for  North 
Carolina  State  University.  While  these  three  municipalities  are  the  corners  of  the  Triangle,  other  cities  and 
towns  are  also  part  of  the  region.  Chief  among  them  is  the  Research  Triangle  Park  (RTP)  and  the  Town  of 
Cary  The  RTP  has  developed  in  the  center  of  the  region  and  is  now  an  employment  center  of  over  35,000 
employees.  Cary,  which  has  developed  next  to  Raleigh  and  the  Research  Triangle  Park  now  has  approximately 
57,000  residenu.  The  many  jobs  in  the  region  also  draw  commuters  from  the  smaller  towns  and  communities, 
as  well  as  the  surrounding  counties. 


Regional  Demographics: 

1990 

Durham  Co. 

mkt£sL 

North  Carolina 

Population 

181,835 

93,851 

423,380 

6,628,637 

Avg.  Annual  Growth  {%) 

1.79 

1.99 

3.53 

1.21 

Median  Family  Income 

S38,S78 

S40,68S 

$44,302 

$31,548 

Source.    1990  Decennial  Census 

Future  Growth  of  the  Triangle 

The  Triangle's  competitiveness  has  attracted  a  large  number  of  service  and  light  manufacturing  jobs,  in 
addition  to  the  large  number  of  government  jobs  generated  by  the  state  capital.  Prom  1970  to  1990, 
employment  grew  an  estimated  131%.  Jobs  in  the  future  are  expected  to  be  in  these  same  industries.  Growth 
rates  are  not  projected  to  reach  the  high  levels  of  the  1980s,  but  compared  with  the  state  of  North  Carolina 
and  the  nation,  these  growth  rates  will  remain  high.  With  about  500,000  jobs  in  1990,  the  Triangle  is  expected 
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to  generate  an  additional  400,000  jobs  by  the  year  2020 

A5  jobs  increase,  more  people  are  attracted  to  the  area.  The  Triangle  is  projected  to  continue  to  grow 
.ubstantially,  from  approximately  700,000  people  in  1990  to  just  over  12  million  in  the  year  2020.  This 
steady  growth  of  about  17,500  people  each  year  will  result  in  the  Triangle  increasing  its  share  of  the  State's 
population  However,  like  employment,  population  growth  rates  are  anticipated  to  decline  from  the  high 
growth  period  experienced  in  the  1980s.  Growth  and  the  resulting  congestion  in  the  Research  Triangle  region 
have  created  the  need  to  consider  new  transportation  solutions.  The  Research  Triangle  area  it  a  moderate  non- 
attainment  area  for  both  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone. 

Triangle  Transit  Authority 

The  1989  Session  of  the  North  Carolina  General  Assembly  enabled  the  creation  of  the  Triangle  Transit 
Authority  as  a  regional  public  transportation  authority.  The  new  unit  of  local  government  was  chartered  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  on  December  1,  1989.  The  1991  Session  of  the  NC  General  Assembly  enacted  a  bill 
which  permits  regional  public  transportation  authorities  to  levy  a  vehicle  registration  tax  of  up  to  SS  per 
registration.  This  tax  forms  the  basic  operating  funding  for  regional  transit  services  in  the  Triangle.  The  N.C. 
Division  of  Motor  Vehicles  began  collection  of  the  tax  on  January  1,  1992. 

The  TTA  was  created  to  plan,  finance,  organize,  and  operate  a  public  transportation  system  for  the  Research 
Triangle  area  It  is  governed  by  a  thirteen  member  Board  of  Trustees.  Ten  members  arc  appointed  by  the 
region's  principal  municipalities  and  counties  and  three  members  are  appointed  by  the  North  Carolina  Secretary 
of  Transportation. 

In  May,  1993,  the  TTA  Board  of  Trustees  adopted  the  following  revised  Mission  Statement  and  Goals: 
Mission  Statement 

To  plan,  facilitate,  and  promote,  for  the  Greater  Triangle  Community,  an  affordable,  customer-oriented 
public  transportation  network  which  provides  mobility,  promotes  economic  opportunities,  and  protects 
the  environment. 
Goals 

►  Continue  to  operate  a  fiscally  sound,  well-run  public  enterprise,  utilizing  Total  Quality  Management. 

►  Develop  a  multi-modal  transportation  system  which  includes: 

expansion  of  the  Tri-A-Ride  Carpool  and  Vanpool  Program, 

•  a  comprehensive  regional  bus  service,  complementing  existing  public  and  private  transportation 
systems; 

•  working  with  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  to  encourage  the  development  of  alternatives 
to  single  occupant  vehicle  usage  including  high  occupancy  vehicles  (HOV).  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  facilities;  and 

•  assessing  the  feasibility  of  fixed  guideway  transit  services. 

►  Work  with  cities,  counties,  and  other  interested  parties  in  examining  transportation  corridors, 
considering  land  use,  economic  activity,  population  patterns,  and  connections  among  these  throe 
elements  and  transportation. 
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»         Develop  a  public  transportition  educational  and  marketing  program 

Programs 

The  Triangle  Transit  Authority's  major  program  areas  include: 

■  Ridesharing  (carpool/vanpool), 

■  Regional  bus  service, 

■  Wake  County  Coordinated  Transportation  Service  (WCTS),  and 

■  Regional  transportation  planning. 

The  TTA  I"Y  95  budget,  excluding  capital  costs,  is  $4.3  million  and  is  expected  to  grow  as  the  regional  bus 
service  expands.  Total  capital  costs  for  FY  95  are  $1 1.9  million  and  will  vary  in  the  future.  Current  non- 
capital costs  include  $402,000  for  ridesharing.  $1,965,000  for  the  regional  bus  service,  $663,000  for  Wake 
Coordinated  Transportation  Service,  $816,000  for  transportation  planning  and  $429,000  for  management.  FY 
95  revenues  include  $^.3  million  from  the  $5  vehicle  registration  fee  levied  in  Durham,  Orange  and  Wake 
Counties;  $264,000  from  federal  planning  funds;  $87,000  from  stote  ridesharing  funds;  $149,000  from 
Congestion  Management  funds;  $228,000  from  vanpool  funds  and  $235,000  from  bus  fares. 

■  Ridcihnring 

The  Tri-A-Ride  ridesharing  program  was  TTA's  first  service,  assuming  operations  from  the  Triangle  J  Council 
of  Governments  in  1991.  The  ridesharing  program  has  a  8,900  person  computerized  dau  base  and  averages 
80  requests  per  month  for  panicipation  in  the  carpool/vanpool  matching  service.  Last  year,  2,990  ride  matches 
were  provided.  The  vanpool  program  is  a  self-supporting  enterprise  and  currently  has  24  vanpools  in 
operation  During  FY93/94,  an  additional  29.000  commuters  received  ridesharing  information  through  major 
employer  campaigns. 

For  many  people  in  rural  areas  carpools  and  vanpools  are  the  best  option.  Tri-A-Ride  currently  has  vans 
operating  from  areas  such  as  eastern  Wake  County  to  downtown  Raleigh,  and  southern  Wake  County  to 
Raleigh.  In  addition,  seven  vanpools  take  employees  to  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  from  across  the  area:  three 
from  Burlington,  two  from  Roxboro,  and  one  each  ftom  Hillsborough  and  Mebane.  Three  vanpools  travel  to 
UNC,  from  Burlington,  Mebane.  and  Cary;  and  four  vanpools  travel  to  Duke  from  Roxboro.  The  vanpool 
program  has  been  a  growing  service  for  TTA  Since  1991,  the  number  nf  vans  in  operation  hm.  gone  from 
18  to  24. 

■  Regional  Bus  Service 

The  TTA  regional  bus  service,  as  currently  planned,  will  connect  the  local  bus  services  in  Raleigh,  Durham 
and  Chapel  Hill  and  provide  access  throughout  Wake,  Orange  and  Durham  Counties.  The  regional  bus  service 
is  being  implemented  in  three  phases.  The  first  phase  of  operation  started  in  August  1992,  with  the  initiation 
of  the  Orecn  Line  from  Chapel  Hill  to  RTP  and  expansion  of  service  on  the  Blue  Line  between  Durham  and 
Chapel  Hill.  Chapel  Hill  Transit,  under  a  contract  with  the  TTA,  provides  express  commuter  bus  service  from 
Chapel  Hill,  via  South  Durham  to  the  Reaearch  Triangle  Park  (RTP). 
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The  second  phuie  started  on  April  19,  1993,  when  the  Authority  exp&nded  this  service  with  its  own  buses, 
linking  Raleigh,  Durham,  Cary  and  RTP,  as  well  as  the  Raleigh  Durham  International  Airport  and  area 
universities  Passengers  travelling  between  Raleigh  and  Durham  use  the  Red  Line,  the  North  Raleigh  to  RTP 
route  is  called  the  Orange  Line  and  the  Gold  Line  goes  from  Cary  to  Raleigh  and  to  RTP. 

The  third  phase,  currently  planned  for  1995,  will  expand  service  to  the  Triangle's  smaller  towns  and  add 
express  service  between  Durham,  Chapol  Hill  and  Raleigh  This  phase  will  start  upon  delivery  of  20  full  size 
buses  fueled  by  compressed  natural  gas.  The  FY  '93  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill  included  a  S5.4 
million  grant  to  fund  Compressed  Natural  Gas  Buses  and  a  refueling  facility.  The  application  for  this  grant 
was  submitted,  on  behalf  of  the  TTA,  by  NC  Department  of  Transportation  to  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  federal  approval  has  been  received  except  for  certification  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
concerning  13(c)  labor  protections. 

■  Wake  Coordinated  Transportalion  Service 

The  Wake  Coordinated  Transportation  Service  (WCTS)  was  TTA's  second  service,  starting  in  July  1992. 
Through  a  contract  with  Wake  County,  the  Authority  provides  employees  and  manages  WCTS  WCTS 
transports  clients  of  Wake  County  Human  Services  Agencies.  Wake  County  has  operated  a  coordinated  human 
service  transportation  program  through  private  contractors  since  1980.  This  type  of  service  permits  agencies 
to  group  client  trips  resulting  in  less  costly  provision  of  human  services.  There  are  28  participating  agencies 
serving  the  elderly,  poor  and  needy,  and  young  children.  The  largest  agencies  are  the  Council  on  Aging,  Head 
Start,  Wake  County  Social  Services,  and  Wake  County  Health  Department.  Each  day  TTA  employees  provide 
750  trips  to  services  such  as  kidney  dialysis,  head  start,  and  elderly  nutrition.  Many  of  TTA's  employees 
serve  primarily  rural  areas  of  Wake  County.  Three  employees  work  in  Zebulon,  two  in  Holly  Springs/Fuquay, 
and  one  in  Wake  Forcst/Rolesville 

■  Regionitl  Planning 

The  FY  '92  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill  included  a  $750,000  grant  for  the  TTA  to  study  long-range 
regional  public  transportation.    This  work  will  include  the  Triangle  Fixed  Guideway  Study. 

The  primary  goal  of  the  Triangle  Fixed  Guideway  Study  is  to  develop  consensus  within  the  Greater  Triangle 
Community  concerning  the  desirability,  feasibility  and  location  of  a  fixed  guideway  transit  system.  This  land 
use  and  transportation  study  will  examine  regional  economic  growth  opportunities,  identify  potential  locations 
for  growth,  corridors  that  could  connect  these  growth  locations,  and  the  changes  in  land  use  that  will  need  to 
take  place  in  order  to  support  transit.  If  a  transit  system  is  determined  to  be  feasible,  station  area  development 
plans  will  bo  prepared  in  conjunction  with  the  units  of  local  government. 

The  TTA  envisions  a  transporution  system  which  provides  incentives  for  focusing  future  regional  growth  into 
transit  oriented  development.   This  future  transportation  system  will: 

•  connect  the  21st  Century  Triangle  Community; 

•  reduce  commuter  travel  time; 

•  enhance  regional  image  and  competitiveness; 

•  be  an  Incentive  for  economic  development; 

•  provide  choices  to  the  private  automobile; 

•  contribute  to  improved  air  quality; 
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protect  the  natural  and  built  environment;  and 
•  improve  highway  system  efficiency. 

The  Study  has  five  major  component  parts,  three  of  which  are  underway: 

■  Transportation  Planning  and  Analysis; 

■  Economic  and  Land  Development  Futures; 

■  Station  Area  Planning  (to  be  undertaken  onli!  if  a  fixed  guideway  system  is  feasible)- 

■  Regional  Travel  Forecast  Modelling;  and 

■  Regional  Travel  Behavior  Study. 

■  Transportation  Planning  and  Analysis 

The  Transportation  Planning  and  Analysis  project  will  look  at  the  many  aspects  of  cun-ent  and  potential  land 
use,  the  existing  and  planned  transporution  network  and  our  region's  ability  to  sustain  growth.  It  will  work 
with  public  and  private  sector  study  participants  to  identify  the  right  locations  for  more  dense  and  less  dense 
growth  and  then  examine  corridors  which  could  connect  these  growth  nodes  or  locations. 

Among  the  rail  corridors  which  will  be  considered  are  the  CSX  line  from  Raleigh  to  Wake  Forest;  the  NC 
Railroad  from  Garner  to  Hillsborough;  the  rail  line  along  US  64  to  Knightdale,  Wendell  and  Zebulon;  the  rail 
line  from  Raleigh  to  Fuquay-Varina  and  the  rail  line  from  Holly  Springs  to  Apex,  RTP  and  Durham".  Types 
of  transit  vehicles  and  systems  will  also  be  evaluated  along  with  financing,  management  and  operations  issues. 
Through  this  aspect  of  the  study  the  predominant  growth  shaping  factors,  the  impact  of  "business  as  usual" 
development  and  the  potential  for  higher  density,  mixed  use,  pedestrian  friendly  (or  "transit  oriented")  land 
development  will  be  examined. 

■  Economic  and  Land  Development  Futures 

In  the  Economic  and  Land  Development  Futures  component  of  the  study,  TTA  worked  with  planning  and 
economic  development  professionals  from  all  the  municipalities  and  counties  as  well  u  the  state.  This  analysis 
forms  the  basis  of  future  regional  growth  predictions  and  allocations.  In  combination  with  the  rest  of  the 
study,  this  work  provides  data  about  land  use  and  the  physical  development  capacity  throughout  the  three 
counties  and  the  region.  It  will  serve  a.(  the  hasix  for  local  growth  estimates  which  are  essential  for  progressive 
planning  and  economic  development,  with  or  vtrithout  a  fixed  guideway  transit  system.  This  study  also  used 
and  generated  data  for  the  regional  and  local  geographic  information  systems  (CIS)  currently  under 
development  by  the  COG,  uniu  of  local  government  and  the  state. 

■  Station  Area  Plans 

If,  as  a  result  of  the  economic  futures,  transportation  analysis  and  planning  work,  a  fixed  guideway  transit 
system  is  determined  to  be  desirable  and  feasible,  the  TTA  has  reserved  some  funds  to  assist  local  governments 
with  Station  Area  Plans.  The  success  of  the  future  transit  system  will  be  determined  by  the  land  use  around 
sutions  and  conversely,  the  land  development  around  the  potential  sutions  will  be  influenced  by  the  presence 
of  a  transit  system  in  a  fixed  location.  Development  (and  Implementation)  of  SutJon  Area  Plans  will  help 
bring  the  transit  system  and  land  development  more  into  synch. 
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Regional  Travel  Forecast  Modeling 


With  NCDOT,  Raleigh,  Durham,  and  Chape)  Hill,  the  TTA  is  developing  a  new  comprehensive  and  objective 
system  for  examining  how  people  travel  around  the  counties  now,  and  how  they  might  travel  in  the  future. 
This  computerized  process  is  called  "transportation  or  travel  forecast  modelling".  Unlike  existing  Raleigh  and 
Durham  transportation  models,  the  new  regional  model  will  be  capable  of  modeling  highway  and  transit 
options  across  counties  in  the  region  It  will  also  help  to  demonstrate  the  relationships  between  land  use  and 
transportation  The  model  will  become  an  essential  tool  for  our  region's  Transportation  Advisory  Committees 
in  evaluating  future  highway  and  transit  projects. 

■         Triangle  Travel  Behavior  Survey 

In  March.  1993,  the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  agreed  to  take  the  lead  in  developing  a  travel  behavior  survey 
for  the  Research  Triangle  region  In  August,  1993,  TTA  sponsored  a  Peer  Review  session  to  receive  assistance 
from  experts  in  travel  behavior  surveys  regarding  the  development  of  a  scope  of  work  and  a  Request  for 
Proposals  document.  The  goal  of  the  survey  is  to  obtain  information  on  travel  characteristics  which  can  be 
used  to  develop  and  calibrate  travel  demand  models.  Information  on  choice  of  travel  mode  will  be  one  of  the 
most  valuable  producu  of  the  survey.  Other  information  gathered  during  the  survey  will  generally  improve 
the  quality  of  travel  forecasting. 

The  survey  undertaken  will  be  a  state  of  the  art  survey.  Elements  that  make  it  atate  of  the  art  are  an  activity 
diary  format,  and  stratifying  the  sample  by  area  type.  The  area  type  stratification  will  allow  us  to  answer  the 
question  -  do  people  that  live  in  suburban  neighborhoods  have  different  travel  behaviors  from  those  living  in 
urban  or  downtown  areas?  Households  will  also  be  recruited  for  a  fViture  survey  of  preferences.  A  survey  of 
preferences  will  allow  us  to  determine  behavior  responses  to  changes  in  transportation,  such  as  the  introduction 
of  new  typos  of  service. 

Additional  TPGS  Products 

The  Triangle  Fixed  Ouideway  Study  is  a  multi-year  series  of  activities  Even  if  the  Study  determines  that  our 
future  regional  growth  will  not  support  fixed  guideway  transit,  it  will  generate  tools  and  data  of  significant 
value  to  the  planning,  development  and  financial  community.  The  following  is  a  liat  of  some  of  the  study  "by- 
products" that  will  benefit  all  the  members  of  our  diverse  Triangle  Community: 

•  land  use  data  and  mapping  will  be  assembled  for  all  three  counties  in  a  single  format  and  at  the 
same  scale,  geographic  information  system  (GIS)  based  computer  programs  that  can  be  run  on 
the  equipment  used  by  the  state,  the  three  counties,  many  of  the  municipalities  and  Triangle  J 
COG  will  be  used  for  much  of  this  work; 

•  the  different  planning  and  development  policies  and  requirements  across  the  region  are  already 
in  the  process  of  being  compiled  for  review;  the  study  will  make  recommendations  about 
changes  in  these  policies  that  should  be  considered  in  order  to  support  and  potentially  enhance 
regional  growth; 

the  characteristics  and  elemenu  which  make  and  will  be  necessary  to  mainuin  the  Triangle's 
competitive  edge  vvill  be  identified  by  surveying  40  of  the  region's  leading  employers,  as  well 
as  state  and  local  commerce,  economic  development  and  promotional  agencies,  and  a  cross 
section  of  the  region's  major  real  estate  firms,  developers,  lenders,  etc.; 
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•  the  employment  growth  (type*  tnd  amount*)  thtt  e»n  rewnndhly  he  MticipMed  over  the  next 
J  10  30  yeerj  will  be  rorecasted;  the  needs  of  the  exiiting.  expanded  and  new  buiineaiea  and 
demoKraphIc  information  on  current  and  fbiure  employees  will  be  derived; 

the  probable  locations  of  future  regional  growth  u  il  would  occur  under  our  current  planning 
and  development  policies  will  be  portrayed  and  the  long  term  impact  of  "business  as  usual"  will 
be  idcnlincd;  and 

•  locations  throughout  the  Triangle  Region  which  are  best  suited  for  sustainable  ftitur»  growth  at 
higher  and  lower  densities  will  be  identified  snd  the  types  of  growth  best  suited  for  each 
location  will  be  proposed. 

UgltUtWc  Actloni  Requested 

The  TriHnjtle  Transit  Authority  encourages  the  House  Transpurtaliun  Appiupriatioiis  SubcommiUee,  Congress 
and  ilie  Adniiiiisuaiiuii  to  fully  fund  the  programs  authorized  in  tlie  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
EfTiciency  Act  These  infrastructure  investments  will  permit  continued  economic  growth  over  the  coming 
decades. 

For  the  Federal  Transit  Program,  the  TTA  encourages  the  full  funding  of  transit  operating  usistanee. 
Although,  the  TTA  receives  no  federal  operating  assistance,  the  region's  local  bus  systems  received  $1 ,52^,669 
for  KY  1W4  operatinu  assistance  ITie  funds  are  eaential  for  the  continued  operation  of  the  local  systems 
which  serve  as  the  feeder  systems  to  the  regional  service. 

The  TTA  also  encourages  Congress  to  expand  the  use  of  Congestion  Management  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ) 
fUnds  to  areas  designated  as  'mainienance'  fur  air  quality.  The  Triantile  re{(iun  lis*  aUiieved  reductions  in  air 
pollution  and  may  soon  be  desiKnaied  as  a  "maintenance"  area.  The  CMAQ  funds  are  essential  to  continue 
the  programs  which  have  helped  the  region  improve  its  air  quality. 

The  TTA  requests  $240,000  in  federal  planning  funds  in  order  to  complaM  tha  system  planning  phue  of  tha 
Triangle  Fixed  Guidcwsy  Study.  The  Triangle  Fixed  Guideway  Study  is  already  generating  substantial 
beneTiU,  and  additional  federal  funds  will  permit  the  final  phase  of  the  study  to  be  undertaken  The  Triangle 
Trsntit  Authority  is  ready  to  expend  its  owm  funds  for  the  final  phase  of  the  study  However,  if  additional 
federal  planning  ftinds  are  recMved,  the  local  funds  will  he  used  for  further  expansion  of  the  regional  bus 
service. 

The  TTA  also  requests  that  the  Sute  uf  Nuiili  Carolina's  Section  3  capital  request  of  $26.6  million  be  fully 
funded.  The  Slate's  request  inchides  SS.O  million  of  federal  capital  usistanee  to  permit  the  TTA  to  construct 
a  vehicle  maintenance  facility  for  the  regional  bus  service,  develop  an  autoroatio  vehiele  location  system,  and 
construct  a  regional  parV  and  ride  facility.  As  the  Authority  purchases  vehicles  fueled  by  compressed  natural 
gas,  new  faeilitiea  will  be  essential  for  the  expanded  regional  bus  service.  The  TTA  is  currently  using  public 
and  private  sector  vehiele  maintenance  services  but  none  of  these  facilities  are  equipped  for  the  maintenance 
of  CNG  vehicles. 

The  Triangle  Transit  Authority  is  appreciative  of  the  federal  assistance  in  support  of  our  programs.  Working 
tuyether,  we  believe  tliai  ilie  fodcial,  slate,  regional  and  local  units  of  government  can  provide  fbturo 
tfansportation  solutions.  It  is  this  partnership  and  sharing  of  responsibilities  which  will  permit  tha  greatest 
level  of  service  to  our  citizens.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Ritchey. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Price.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  elaborate  a  bit  on  the  suc- 
cess you  have  had  in  these  early  months  in  getting  ridership  up  a 
good  deal  over  projections.  This  is  not  an  area  that  is  accustomed 
to  intercity  bus  service  being  a  major  part  of  the  daily  transpor- 
tation picture. 

We  have  seen  a  slight  decline  in  transit  ridership  nationally,  but 
your  ridership  has  increased.  You  have  apparently  had  some  suc- 
cess in  selling  people  on  this  way  of  getting  to  work. 

Could  you  offer  us  lessons  we  might  learn  from  this? 

Mr.  Ritchey.  Well,  we  believe  that  understanding  your  cus- 
tomers and  working  with  your  employers  is  the  key  to  increasing 
transit  ridership.  In  the  Triangle  area  the  Triangle  Transit  Author- 
ity connects  the  three  local  transit  systems.  Local  transit  systems 
are  well-supported  patronage-wise,  but  people  had  no  opportunity 
to  move  between  the  cities  to  Research  Triangle  Park  or  to  the  air- 
port. 

We  had  estimated  ridership  on  the  regional  service  at  about  a 
thousand  riders  a  day  after  one  year.  We  are  about  1500  riders  a 
day  currently  on  the  regional  service  after  one  year's  operation,  and 
we  are  hopeful  by  next  fall  to  have  met  our  three-year  goal,  but  we 
really  believe  the  way  to  obtain  ridership  is  to  sell  the  service,  to 
understand  what  the  customer  is  looking  for  and  then  to  work  to 
provide  exactly  the  service  that  the  customer  seeks. 

Mr.  Price.  What  does  the  work  with  employers  entail? 

Mr.  Ritchey.  Well,  we  have  for  years  been  undertaking  ride- 
sharing  campaigns  at  the  work  sites,  so  we  survey  the  employees 
to  see  what  their  travel  behaviors,  travel  demands  are.  We  have 
been  working  closely  with  the  Research  Triangle  Park  and  with  the 
owners  and  tenants  in  the  park  to  see  where  their  employees  are 
coming  from  and  how  we  might  meet  those  needs. 

In  some  cases  the  employers  are  providing  pass  subsidies.  In 
other  cases  the  employers  are  providing  subsidies,  but  it  is  a  case- 
by-case  basis  working  with  each  employer  to  make  the  right  solu- 
tion possible. 

Mr.  Price.  You  refer  to  the  Fixed  Guideways  Study  that  this 
Subcommittee  appropriated  $750,000  to  initiate.  You  say  that  an- 
other $240,000  is  needed  to  complete  the  study. 

Can  you  tell  what  has  been  done,  what  is  yet  to  be  done  to  get 
the  full  payoff  from  this  study? 

Mr.  Ritchey.  The  Triangle  Fixed  Guideways  Study  is  a  land  use 
and  transportation  study  intended  to  help  us  build  our  regional 
travel  models  in  the  Triangle  area  as  well  as  to  help  us  determine 
the  desirability,  feasibility,  and  location  of  the  fixed  guideway  in 
the  area.  We  are  expending  additional  money  in  modeling  that  we 
had  not  anticipated. 

The  transportation  models  in  our  area  were  calibrated  for  1964 
and  1970  data,  and  we  are  undertaking  a  regional  travel  behavior 
survey  which  requires  much  of  the  additional  funds.  Now,  we  are, 
the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  is  prepared  to  undertake  the  full 
cost  of  the  fixed  guideways  study  if  this  committee  were  not  to  de- 
cide to  allocate  additional  funds.  The  additional  funds  would  be 
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helpful  so  that  we  might  extend  our  funds  into  additional  regional 
bus  services  rather  than  the  additional  planning  studies. 

Mr.  Price.  The  other  major  involvement  of  this  Subcommittee  in 
the  Triangle  Transit  Authority  has  been  in  the  appropriations  of 
funds  for  the  compressed  natural  gas  buses.  You  indicated  some 
delay  in  getting  those  on  line.  Could  you  give  us  some  history  of 
that,  particularly  of  your  efforts  to  get  a  13-C  certification  and  let 
us  know  when  you  think  that  might  be  resolved. 

Mr.  RiTCHEY.  We  had  submitted  our  application  a  year  ago  in 
March  to  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  for  the  20  CNG 
buses.  The  funds  had  been  appropriated  in,  I  believe,  October  of 
the  preceding  year  for  the  project.  The  Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion expeditiously  reviewed  and  approved  the  project  so  that  it  is 
approved  pending  a  13-C  certification  as  of  June. 

We  have  had  great  difficulty  negotiating  a  13-C  agreement  with 
the  Amalgamated  Transit  Union.  We  now  have  been  negotiating 
with  ATU  for  nearly  a  year.  The  Department  of  Labor  has  certainly 
been  involved,  and  we  are  now  in  mediation  at  the  Department  of 
Labor.  At  times  it  seems  fruitful;  at  times  it  doesn't. 

We  are  hopeful  that  the  mediation  process  will  end  soon  and 
then  we  will  be  at  an  impasse  and  the  Department  of  Labor  will 
be  receiving  additional  information  from  the  parties  and  then  mak- 
ing a  certification  decision.  We  expect  it  will  require  close  to  two 
years  from  grant  application  until  grant  award. 

A  two-year  delay  simply  means  that  we  cannot  extend  the  re- 
gional bus  services  into  other  areas  of  our  community  as  we  are 
awaiting  receipt  of  these  20  vehicles  fueled  by  CNG. 

Mr.  Price.  Can  you  summarize  the  nature  of  the  dispute?  What 
is  the  main  sticking  point? 

Mr.  Ritchey.  The  main  sticking  point  is  the  ATU  would  like  to 
extend  coverages  broader  than  has  traditionally  been  the  case 
under  13-C.  We  absolutely  want  to  make  sure  that  we  guarantee 
workers  that  might  be  displaced  reasonable  benefits,  but  the  ATU 
is  working  to  expand  the  benefits  from  what  has  been  traditionally 
the  case  under  the  13-C  protections. 

One  of  the  more  difficult  ones  is  called  a  contractor-to-contractor 
dispute.  Chapel  Hill  Transit  has  been  providing  some  of  the  em- 
ployees for  Triangle  Transit  Authority,  some  of  the  buses — four 
drivers,  four  buses — ^to  operate  the  service.  The  ATU  maintains 
that  those  drivers  must  always  be  ATU  employees  into  the  indefi- 
nite future. 

I  don't  believe  that  is  necessarily  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Tri- 
angle Transit  Authority  or  the  Triangle  region,  so  that  has  been 
one  of  the  most  difficult  sticking  points.  The  level  of  union  involve- 
ment in  future  decision-making  has  also  been  a  difficult  sticking 
point,  and  we  continue  to  work  through  mediation,  but  it  has  really 
been  a  tough  process  for  us. 

Mr.  Price.  We  probably  ought  to  move  on  to  other  witnesses.  We 
appreciate  your  taking  the  time  and  effort  to  be  here  today  and  will 
include  this  full  statement  in  the  record.  We  will  work  with  you  on 
your  request. 

Mr.  Ritchey.  Congressman  Price,  Congressman  Wolf,  thank  you 
again. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

ADVANCED  LEAD-ACID  BATTERY  CONSORTIUM 

WITNESS 
DR,  JEROME  F.  COLE,  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  to  the  table  Dr.  Jerome  Cole,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Advanced  Lead  Acid  Battery  Consortium,  an  organiza- 
tion that  also  has  good  strong  North  Carolina  ties  with  the  head- 
quarters being  in  the  Research  Triangle  Park. 

Mr.  Cole.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Price.  Dr.  Cole,  we  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here.  We  will 
put  your  statement  in  the  record  and  hear  your  oral  summary. 

Mr.  Cole.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  also 
Congressman  Wolf.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
the  subcommittee  in  support  of  the  Advanced  Transportation  and 
Electric  Bus  Technology  Consortia  which  the  Federal  Transit  Ad- 
ministration manages. 

As  you  have  requested,  I  will  summarize  my  written  testimony 
and  submit  it  for  the  record.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Advanced  Lead 
Acid  Battery  Consortium,  which  is  known  as  ALABC,  is,  as  you 
stated,  a  North  Carolina-based  international  consortium  of  lead 
acid  battery  companies  and  supporting  industries. 

The  ALABC  strongly  believes  that  lead  acid  technology  is  the 
most  cost-effective  power  source  for  electric  vehicles,  and  we  are 
committed  to  developing  lead  acid  batteries  for  all  EV  applications, 
especially  for  transit  vehicles. 

The  membership  of  the  ALABC  comprises  90  percent  of  the 
world's  producers  or  90  percent  of  the  production  of  the  market  for 
lead  acid  batteries,  and  the  ALABC  was  formed  in  response  to  the 
need  to  develop  an  improved  lead  acid  battery,  and  in  response  to 
what  was  perceived  as  the  de  facto  exclusion  of  lead  acid  tech- 
nology as  a  research  priority  of  the  Department  of  Energy's  U.S. 
Advanced  Battery  Consortium. 

The  funding  that  ALABC  receives  from  the  FTA  is  critical  to  our 
four-year  research  plan  and  is  matched  on  a  somewhat  better  than 
one-for-one  basis  by  the  ALABC  member  companies.  The  FTA's  Ad- 
vanced Transportation  Program  was  established  under  Title  VI  of 
the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  of  1992, 
and  it  received  $12  million  in  fiscal  year  1992  funding. 

Our  consortium,  ALABC,  is  one  of  four  competitively  selected 
grantees  which  were  funded  under  that  program.  The  other  grant- 
ees included  the  Chesapeake  Consortium  in  Baltimore,  CALSTART 
in  Los  Angeles,  and  the  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  in  New 
York.  These  four  consortia  are  seeking  an  additional  $25  million  to 
continue  and  expand  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

This  subcommittee  has  expressed  its  support  for  the  FTA  pro- 
gram in  the  report  accompanying  the  fiscal  year  1994  transpor- 
tation appropriations,  and  noted  the  importance  of  FTA-sponsored 
research  in  increasing  the  technical  and  commercial  viability  of 
lead  acid  technology  for  transit  vehicle  applications. 
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Continuing  and  expanding  this  program,  we  feel,  holds  the  great- 
est promise  for  developing  and  demonstrating  the  technology  need- 
ed to  put  electric  transit  vehicles  particularly  in  congested  urban 
centers.  The  four  participating  consortia  are  in  critical  need  of  con- 
tinued funding  in  order  to  build  on  the  successes  from  phase  one 
of  the  program,  which  is  now  underway. 

For  the  most  part.  Federal  dollars  were  overmatched  by  the  FTA 
grantees  with  a  significant  return  on  the  FTA's  initial  investment. 
Further,  this  program  has  achieved  several  near-term  accomplish- 
ments well  ahead  of  schedule. 

In  the  interest  of  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  briefly  summarize 
ALABC's  accomplishments  under  the  support  of  FTA.  If  you  or 
other  of  the  subcommittee  Members  would  like  any  additional  in- 
formation pertaining  to  the  accomplishments  of  all  the  FTA  grant- 
ees, I  will  be  happy  to  respond  during  the  question-and-answer  pe- 
riod of  this  hearing. 

Currently,  ALABC  is  receiving  approximately  $1.2  million  in 
funding  from  FTA  to  develop  rapid  recharging  equipment  and  ad- 
vanced battery  monitoring  and  control  techniques.  Consistent  with 
the  cost-sharing  requirements  of  FTA,  ALABC  is  contributing  ap- 
proximately $1.6  million  to  the  FTA  project  for  a  total  project  value 
of  $2.8  million. 

The  ALABC  accomplishments  in  the  rapid  recharging  and  mon- 
itoring area  include  development  of  the  state-of-the-art  battery 
management  system  for  electric  transit  vehicles.  We  have  achieved 
fast  charging  goals  of  50  percent  charging  return  in  five  minutes 
or  less,  and  80  percent  return  in  15  minutes  or  less. 

This  fast  charging  technology  has  been  demonstrated  on  a  broad 
range  of  commercially  available  large  lead  acid  batteries.  We  have 
started  to  develop  a  200  to  300  kilowatt  fast  charger  to  dem- 
onstrate periodic  fast  charging  as  a  range  extender  for  electric 
transit  vehicles.  A  single  charger  like  this  will  allow  a  number  of 
transit  buses  to  be  used  continuously  for  full  days  without  signifi- 
cant downtime. 

Planned  activities  for  1994  for  the  rest  of  the  year  include  devel- 
oping a  monitoring  and  control  system  that  will  control  charging 
and  discharging  of  individual  modules  in  the  battery  system.  We 
also  plan  to  characterize  the  electromechanical  and  electrochemical 
effects  of  fast  recharging  to  quantitatively  determine  the  beneficial 
or  perhaps  even  harmful  effects  of  fast  charging  on  battery  cycle 
life. 

In  summary,  the  funds  that  were  provided  in  fiscal  year  1992  are 
being  well  spent,  and  they  are  significantly  leveraged  v/ith  non- 
Federal  funds.  This  program  represents  a  good  Federal  investment 
in  an  area  of  critical  need — clean,  cost-effective  public  transpor- 
tation. These  FTA-funded  consortia  should  continue  to  allow  the 
technology  they  have  introduced  to  become  more  fully  developed  so 
that  the  private  sector  can  justify  commercialization. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  four  FTA  consortia, 
we  strongly  urge  the  subcommittee  to  include  $25  million  in  fiscal 
year  1995  for  continuing  and  expanding  FTA's  Advanced  Transpor- 
tation Program.  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you 
might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Cole  follows:] 
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THE  ADVANCED  LEAD-ACID  BATTERY  CONSORTIUM 

Post  Office  Box  12036,  Research  Triangle  ParV,  NC  27709-2036,  USA 

Parcels;  2525  Meridan  Partway,  Suite  100.  Durtiam.  NC  27713.  USA 

Tel:  (919)361-4647  Fax.  (919)361--.957 


ALABC 


TESTIMONY  OF 

DR.  JEROME  F.  COLE 

PRESIDENT.  ADVANCED  LEAD  ACID  BATTERY  CONSORTIUM 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRLATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL  25.  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  as  a 
Public  Witness  before  the  Subcommittee  in  support  of  the  Advanced 
Transportation  and  Electric  Bus  Technology  Consortia  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  manages. 

The  Advanced  Lead  Acid  Battery  Consortium  (ALABC)  is  a  North 
Carolina-based  international  consortium  of  lead-acid  battery  companies 
and  supporting  industries.    ALABC  strongly  believes  lead-acid 
technology  is  the  most  cost-effective  power  source  for  electric 
vehicles  (EVs).    We  are  committed  to  developing  advanced  lead-acid 
batteries  for  all  EV  applications,  especially  transit  vehicles. 

Mr.  Chairman.  FTA's  Advanced  Transportation  Program  was 
established  under  Title  VI  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
and  Efficiency  Act  of  1992,  and  received  812  million  in  Fiscal  Year 
1992  funding,    ALABC  is  one  of  four  competitively  selected  grantees 
funded  under  FTA's  Advanced  Transportation  Program.    Other 
grantees  included: 

•  The  Chesapeake  Consortium  (Baltimore,  Maryland) 

•  CALSTART  (Los  Angeles.  California) 

•  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  (New  York,  New  York) 


A  Program  of  the  International  Lead  Zinc  Research  Organization.  Inc. 
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These  four  consortia  seek  $25  million  to  continue  and  expand 
program  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.    Each  of  the  four  FTA  grantees  asks  for  a 
$25  million  Fiscal  Year  1995  appropriation  to  continue  and  expand 
this  FTA  program.    This  Subcommittee  expressed  its  support  for  this 
FTA  program  under  the  New  Systems  section  of  the  Report 
accompanying  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Transportation  Appropriations, 
and  noted  the  importance  of  FTA-sponsored  research  to  Increasing 
the  technical  and  commercial  viability  of  lead-acid  technology  for 
transit  vehicle  applications. 

Continuing  and  expanding  this  program  holds  the  greatest  promise  for 
developing  and  demonstrating  the  technology  needed  to  put  electric 
transit  vehicles  in  congested  urban  centers.     The  four  participating 
consortia  are  in  critical  need  of  continued  funding  in  order  to  build  on 
the  successes  from  Phase  One  of  the  program.    For  the  most  part, 
federal  dollars  were  overmatched  by  the  FTA  grantees  with  a 
significant  return  on  FTA's  initial  investment.    Contrary  to  the 
experience  of  many  federal  grant  programs,  this  program  has  achieved 
near-term  accomplishments  ahead  of  schedule. 

Mr.  Chairman.  1  would  like  to  summarize  the  advanced  transportation 
research  the  four  FTA  consortia  manage,  and  stress  the  importance  of 
Subcommittee  support  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  funding  that  will  enable 
FTA  to  continue  this  program. 

The  Advanced  Lead-Acid  Battery  Consortium  (ALABC)  is  currently 
receiving  approximately  $1.2  million  in  funding  from  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  (FTA)  to  develop  rapid  recharging  equipment 
and  advanced  battery  monitoring  and  control  techniques.    Consistent 
with  FTA's  cost-sharing  requirements,  ALABC  is  contributing 
approximately  $1.6  million  to  the  FTA  project,  for  a  total  project  value 
of  $2.8  million. 
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ALABC  accomplishments  in  the  rapid  recharging  and  monitoring  arena 
Include: 

Developing  a  state  of  the  art  battery  management  system  for 
electric  transit  vehicles. 

Achieving  the  fast  charging  goals  of  50  percent  charging  return 
In  five  minutes  or  less,  and  80  percent  return  in  15  minutes  or 
less.  This  fast  charging  technology  has  been  demonstrated  on  a 
broad  range  of  commercially  available  large  lead-acid  batteries. 

Starting  to  develop  a  200-300  kilowatt  fast  charger  to 
demonstrate  periodic  fast  charging  as  a  range  extender  for 
electric  transit  vehicles.    A  single  charger  vriU  allow  a  number  of 
transit  buses  to  be  used  continuously  for  full  days. 

Planned  activities  for  1994  include  developing  a  monitoring  and 
control  system  that  will  control  charging  and  discharging  of  individual 
modules  in  the  battery  system.   ALABC  also  plans  to  characterize  the 
electromechanical  effects  of  fast  charging  to  quantitatively  determine 
the  beneficial  or  harmful  effects  of  fast  charging  on  cycle  life. 

CALSTART  is  a  California-based,  non-profit,  public/private  consortium 
of  over  90  entities,  including  utility  companies,  transportation 
districts,  national  laboratories,  aerospace  firms  and  small  businesses 
dedicated  to  the  creation  of  an  advanced  transportation  industry  in 
California.    CALSTART  received  $4  million  from  FTA  to  implement 
core  projects  related  to  electric  transit  vehicles. 

CALSTART  received  $2  million  from  the  state  and  leveraged  $14 
million  from  its  private  participants  to  support  programmatic  thrusts. 
Including:    constructing  a  30-foot  electric  powered  transit  bus. 
creating  an  infrastructure  program  that  included  installing  140 
charging  stations  throughout  the  State,  and  developing  showcase 
California  technologies  for  electric  vehicles. 


509 


Over  1.000  direct  Jobs  have  been  created  and  15  defense-related 
technologies  have  been  converted  to  commercial  advanced 
transportation  applications. 

Continuing  FTA's  Advanced  Transportation  program  is  critical  to 
CALSTARTs  continued  success.   Additional  FTA  funding  will  pay  for 
developing  a  40-foot  electric  powered  transit  bus  and  related 
infrastructure,  as  well  as  a  station  car  project  that  will  give  mass 
transit  riders  flexibility. 

The  Chesapeake  Consortium  was  founded  in  May.  1992.  by 
Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation.  Chrysler  Corporation.  Baltimore 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  the  State  of  Maryland  to  coordinate 
research  and  technology  development  for  electric  vehicles  and 
advanced  transportation  systems.    In  March,  1994,  the  Consortium 
completed  work  on  an  18  month  program  focused  on  three  issues 
affecting  the  emerging  electric  transportation  industry: 

•  Developing  cost-competitive,  high  performance 
electric  power  trains; 

•  Creating  the  manufacturing  capabilities  and  supplier  base 
needed  to  construct  a  world  class,  domestic-based  electric 
transportation  industry:  and 

•  Increasing  public  awareness  of  electric  transportation: 

Over  the  course  of  the  program,  ten  electric  Chr>sler  minivans  with 
Westinghouse  prototype  power  trains  were  built  and  tested, 
accumulating  20.000  miles  of  on-road  use.    Design  efforts  turned  this 
prototype  power  train  into  a  production-ready  design  while  reducing 
product  costs  75  percent.    The  Consortium  identified  over  50 
potential  domestic  electric  transportation  suppliers  while  creating 
manufacturing  strategies  to  meet  anticipated  production  levels. 
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The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority/New  York  City  Transit 
Authority  has  taken  the  first  in  a  two-step  process  to  design  a  bus  that 
will  allow  it  to  serve  its  markets  more  efficiently  and  effectively  while 
meeting  Federal  mandates.    A  key  objective  of  the  Hybrid  Bus  project 
will  be  to  design,  fabricate  and  test  a  bus  propulsion  system  that 
utilizes  electric  motors  integrated  within  the  wheels.     Power  for  these 
electric  motors  will  come  from  smaller  internal  combustion  engines 
that  drive  generators  which,  in  tandem  with  storage  batteries.  pro\'ide 
electricity. 

Total  project  funding  is  $4.6  million.  non-Federal  participants  funding 
with  50  percent  of  the  project  costs  being  funded  by  non-Federal 
participants.    Other  participants  in  the  the  Hybrid  Bus  Project  include 
Bus  Industries  of  America,  the  General  Electric  Company,  the  New 
York  Power  Authority.  Consolidated  Edison  Company  of  New  York,  and 
the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute. 

This  project  is  proceeding  on  schedule  with  General  Electric  testing  a 
full  scale  propulsion  system  at  their  research  center  in  Schenectady, 
NY.    Continued  FTA  funding  will  enable  MTA/NYCTA  to  develop  an 
advanced  prototype  bus  with  advanced  features  such  as  low/zero 
emissions,  regenerative  brakes,  low  floor,  improved  passenger  comfort 
and  safety,  and  operator  safety  features. 

Summary 

The  funds  provided  in  Fiscal  Year  1992  are  being  well  spent  and 
significantly  leveraged  with  non-federal  funds.    This  program 
represents  a  good  federal  investment  in  an  area  of  critical  need;  clean, 
cost-effective  public  transportation.    These  FTA-funded  consortia 
should  continue  to  allow  the  technology  they  have  introduced  to  be 
more  fully  developed  so  the  private  sector  can  justify 
commercialization. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  four  FTA  consortia  strongly  urge  the  Subcommittee 
to  include  $25  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  funding  for  continuing  and 
expanding  FTA's  Advanced  Transportation  program. 

1  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 


### 
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2525  Meridian  Parkwav,  Suite  100 

Post  Office  Box  12036' 

Research  Triangle  Park,  NC  27709-2036 


Until  1987: 


292  Madison  Avenue 
New  York,  NY  10017 


Manager,  Environmental  Health 

Responsible  for  the  development  and  management  of  a  program  of  research 
on  the  environmental  and  toxicological  impacts  of  lead,  zinc  and  cadmium. 
For  this  position,  served  as  coordinator  of  an  international,  industry-wide 
committee  of  experts  on  the  environmental  impact  of  lead,  zinc  and  cadmium. 

Deputy  Director 

Vice  President 

Executive  Vice  President 

Chief  Operating  Officer 

President 

These  positions  included  increasing  administrative  and  executive 

responsibility  for  the  organization.  While  maintaining  heavy  involvement  in 

environmental  matters,  have  managed  the  overall  activities  of  the  International 

Lead  Zinc  Research  Organization,  Inc.,  (ILZRO),  which  include  major 

research  programs  in  metallurgy,  chemistry,  electrochemistry  and  environmental 

health.  The  position  requires  technical  expertise  and  the  ability 

to  coordinate  the  industry's  technical  needs  on  an  international  basis. 
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Curriculum  Vitae  (Cont.) 
Jerome  F.  Cole 


From  1971  to  1983,  also  held  the  position  of  Director,  Environmental  Health 
for  the  Lead  Industries  Association.  Inc.,  Zinc  Institute,  Inc.,  and  Cadmium 
Council,  Inc.  domestic  trade  associations  in  the  United  States.  In  this  position, 
was  responsible  for  administering  and  directing  a  major  program  in 
environmental  health.  This  program  consists  of  the  following  facets. 

A)  Education: 

Development  and  dissemination  of  information  aimed  at  producers  and 
users  of  lead,  zinc  and  cadmium  in  an  effort  to  foster  sound  environmental 
and  occupational  health  practices. 

B)  Industry  Representation: 

Have  responsibility  for  developing  and  presenting  industry  positions 
regarding  environmental  and  occupational  health  aspects  of  lead,  zinc  and 
cadmium.  Have  served  on  expert  committees  and  appeared  before 
congressional  and  governmental  administrative  agencies  in  this  capacity. 

In  the  above  positions,  coordinated  and  administrated  the  activities  of  several 
committees  representing  industrial  producers  and  users  of  lead,  zinc  and 
cadmium  as  well  as  administering  a  staff  of  professionals  in  the  environmental 
filed  as  well  as  public  relations  and  legal  support  for  the  program. 

MIUTAR  Y  EXPERIENCE: 

June  1962  to  June  1965     Ohio  National  Guard  (Active  Duty  with  U.S.  Army  from 

September  1962  to  March  1963) 

June  1965  to  July  1967      U.S.  Army  Reserve 

July  1967  to  July  1968      U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve 

Military  obligations  completed:  Honorable  discharge 

MISCELLANEOUS  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  ACTIVITIES: 

Member     American  Industrial  Hygiene  Association 

Past  Chairman  -  Committee  on  Workplace  Environmental  Exposure  Limits 

Member  American  Public  Health  Association 

Member  Air  Pollution  Control  Association 

Member  Rho  Chi  Honorary  Pharmaceutical  Fraternity 

Member  Society  of  Toxicology 

Member  Society  of  Environmental  Geochemistry  and  Health 

Member  New  York  Academy  of  Sciences  Medical  and  Biological  Effects  of  Environmental 
Pollutants  Committee  Panel  on  Zinc  (Task  Completed,  1978) 

Member     Industrial  Hygiene  Roundtable 
Member     American  College  of  Toxicology 

Certification     Registered  Pharmacist,  Ohio 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  that  statement  and  also 
the  progress  report  on  the  work  that  you  are  doing,  that  the  con- 
sortium itself  is  doing  as  well  as  these  other  consortia  that  have 
research  underway. 

You  referred  to  achieving  fast  charging  goals  of  50  percent  charg- 
ing return  in  five  minutes  or  less,  and  an  80  percent  return  in  15 
minutes  or  less.  Can  you  put  that  in  perspective  for  us?  What  kind 
of  improvement  does  that  represent  over  our  prior  capacity,  and 
also  what  are  the  implications  for  the  range  of  these  vehicles 
should  we  be  able  to  improve  our  charging  capacity  and  make  it 
more  rapid? 

Mr.  Cole.  Well,  it  is  considerable  improvement  over  what  has 
been  the  historical  recharging  requirements.  In  the  past  it  was 
thought  that  the  only  way  you  could  recharge  a  lead  acid  battery 
of  this  size  would  be  overnight,  say  eight  hours  or  so,  but  we  found 
that  by  using  a  technique  called  pulse  charging  that  you  are  able 
to  more  or  less  monitor  the  state  of  the  battery,  reduce  the  over- 
heating, and,  in  essence,  be  able  to  pump  a  large  amount  of  elec- 
tricity into  the  battery  in  a  relatively  short  period  of  time. 

What  this  does  is  to  allow,  if  you  can  recharge  that  rapidly,  you 
can  stop  a  vehicle,  a  bus,  for  example,  for  say  a  5-  to  15-minute 
period,  perhaps  while  the  driver  just  takes  a  short  break,  get  the 
battery  recharged,  then  continue  on,  and  by  doing  this  let's  say 
every  few  hours,  you  can  get  a  full  day's  usage  in  an  electric  bus, 
for  example,  without  having  a  significant  downtime,  such  as  the 
eight  hours  that  was  previously  thought  to  be  required,  so  it  is  a 
big  advancement,  and  it  should  enable  the  range  of  electric  buses 
to  be  improved  significantly. 

Mr.  Price.  Now,  the  FTA  grant  that  you  are  now  working  with 
the  $1.2  million  that  has  led  you  this  far  with  this  research,  when 
will  that  project  be  completed? 

Mr.  Cole.  Well,  it  has  got  another  year,  I  believe,  in  funding.  We 
were  somewhat  delayed  just  through  the  normal  granting  process 
of  getting  started,  but  it  is  a  two-year  program.  We  have  finished 
the  first  year  and  are  into  the  second  year,  so  it  essentially  will  be 
completed,  the  research  work,  about  this  time  next  year,  I  would 
say. 

Mr.  Price.  You  anticipate  being  interested  in  going  back  to  FTA 
for  the  next  stage? 

Mr.  Cole.  We  would  certainly  like  to  do  that,  yes.  If  they  are 
able  to  obtain  funding  for  this  program,  we  would  definitely,  as 
would  the  other  consortia,  apply  for  continuation  of  funds,  particu- 
larly for  the  product  development  area. 

As  part  of  R&D,  you  know,  as  you  get  closer  to  development,  it 
is  a  little  bit  more  expensive  as  you  move  onward. 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  your  relationship  with  CALSTART  and  the 
Chesapeake  Consortium?  Is  there  some  provision  for  coordination, 
for  making  certain  that  this  is  complementary  rather  than  duplica- 
tive research? 

Mr.  Cole.  Oh,  yes,  indeed.  The  programs,  while  they  are  all 
aimed  at  developing  electric  bus  transportation  or  electric  transpor- 
tation have  different  focuses.  Our  focus  is  on  rapid  recharge  and 
monitoring  and  control.  For  example,  the  Chesapeake  Consortium's 
focus  is  on  drive  trains,  improving  electric  drive  trains  for  buses. 
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The  New  York  consortia's  focus  is  on  developing  hybrid  buses 
using  electricity  for  part  of  the  time  and  using  a  small  internal 
combustion  engine  for  other  parts  of  the  time.  As  far  as 
CALSTART  is  concerned,  that  is  a  very  large  program,  and  part  of 
their  effort  is  in  demonstrating  buses  in  the  Los  Angeles  area. 

We  do  have  meetings  from  time  to  time  that  are  organized  by  the 
FTA  to  ensure  that  each  of  the  consortia  knows  what  the  other  one 
is  doing  so  that  we  can  work  together  rather  than  duplicative  as 
you  suggested. 

Mr.  Price.  What  about  the  home  area  where  you  are  operating, 
the  efforts  to  test  some  electric-powered  vehicle,  alternative  fueled 
vehicles  around  the  Research  Triangle  area? 

Mr.  Cole.  Well,  the  Research  Triangle  Park  itself  would  be  an 
ideal  location  for  what  I  would  call  a  research  and  demonstration 
program  for  electric  buses.  We  have  had  some  discussions  with  sev- 
eral entities  and  groups  within  the  Triangle,  including  the  Triangle 
Transit  Authority  and  the  Micro  Electronics  Center  of  North  Caro- 
lina, MCNC,  also  the  North  Carolina  Department  of  Transportation 
and  the  North  Carolina  Alternative  Energy  Group,  which  is  rep- 
resentative of  the  utilities  in  the  area  toward  the  development  of 
a  research  program  that  would  demonstrate  the  kinds  of  improved 
technology  that  we  hope  will  come  out  of  our  program  and  we  have 
every  reason  to  believe  will  and  utilize  this  in  the  Research  Tri- 
angle Park  area. 

The  geography  of  the  park  is  such  that  electric  buses  would  be 
ideally  suited  to  that  particular  area,  so  as  this  progreim  moves 
along,  we  think  a  natural  extension  of  it  would  be  the  kind  of  pro- 
gram that  we  have  been  discussing  up  to  this  stage  in  North  Caro- 
lina. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  Price.  Thgink  you  very  much,  Dr.  Cole,  for  joining  us  today. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 

MULTI-MODAL  TRANSFER  PLATFORM 

WITNESS 

ALBERT  J.  DiUlIO,  S^.,  PRESmENT,  MARQUETTE  UNIVERSITY  (MIL- 
WAUKEE, WISCONSIN) 

Mr.  Price.  Now,  we  will  turn  to  Mr.  Albert  DiUlio,  the  President 
of  Marquette  University.  We  appreciate  your  joining  us  here  today. 

Reverend  DiUlio.  Thank  you,  it  is  my  pleasure.  Unfortunately, 
most  of  my  trips  to  North  Carolina  turn  out  to  be  interrupted  by 
a  Duke  victory  over  my  basketball  team. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  I  really  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
present  testimony  for  the  record  on  a  proposal  which  will  greatly 
enhance  pedestrian  safety  in  the  area  of  downtown  Milwaukee  and 
Marquette  University  and  accommodate  future  plans  for  southeast- 
em  Wisconsin's  East- West  Corridor  Transit  Project,  which  was  au- 
thorized under  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991. 
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Marquette  University  is  seeking  for  Wisconsin  a  general  fund  ap- 
propriation of  $2  million  for  the  preliminary  planning  of  a  Multi- 
Modal  Transfer  Platform,  which  would  be  located  in  downtown  Mil- 
waukee, adjacent  to  the  Marquette  University  campus. 

This  transfer  platform  will  truly  be  a  lid  over  the  air  space  above 
1-43  between  Milwaukee's  10th  and  11th  Streets  and  Wisconsin 
and  Wells.  The  heart  of  the  campus  is  currently  bisected  by  the  six- 
lane  Wisconsin  Avenue  which  runs  east  and  west,  and  11th  Street 
which  runs  north  and  south  along  the  eastern  border  of  our  cam- 
pus. 

Over  the  last  30  years,  Marquette  has  been  effectively  isolated 
more  so  or  less  from  the  downtown  area  of  Milwaukee  by  the  con- 
struction of  two  large  State  interstate  highways,  1—43  and  1-94. 
This  lid  concept  is  a  way  of  bridging  those  and  allowing  us  to  re- 
claim one  square  block  of  real  estate  that  we  do  not  have  currently. 

We  intend  eventually  to  seek  full  funding  for  this  project,  but 
what  I  am  seeking  from  this  committee  and  from  the  authorizing 
committee  and  from  this  Congress  is  a  $2  million  planning  grant 
to  assist  the  preliminary  work  associated  with  this  project  now,  de- 
ferring the  remainder  of  the  project  to  a  future  time. 

You  have  before  you  my  complete  testimony.  I  would  only  like  to 
add  one  particular  piece  of  testimony  which  I  will  leave  with  you, 
which  is  before  and  after  schematics  of  the  neighborhood  and  of  the 
area,  and  with  that  we  have  the  possibility  then  of  proceeding  with 
this  project,  which  would  allow  us  to  help  with  diversionary  traffic 
that  is  concerned  with  the  east-west  corridor  transit  study,  which 
is  going  on  in  Milwaukee  at  this  time.  This  is  what  I  would  call 
a  project  that  dovetails  not  only  with  the  city,  but  also  with  Fed- 
eral planning  for  the  east-west  corridor,  monies  of  which  have  been 
appropriated  and  authorized  in  each  of  the  last  several  years  and 
which  is  continuing.  This  is  a  part  of  that  project. 

So  with  that,  I  really,  I  leave  it  open  to  your  questions.  We  have 
discussed  this  with  members  of  the  Wisconsin  Delegation.  Your  col- 
league, Jim  Oberstar,  has  been  very  supportive  and  interested  in 
this  project.  Congressmen  Petri,  Barrett  and  Kleczka  from  the  Mil- 
waukee area  support  this  project,  and  Appropriations  Comm.ittee 
Chairman  Obey  has  already  been  informed  and  given  a  briefing  on 
this  particular  problem. 

What  we  have  is  a  continuing  problem  with  vehicular  traffic  com- 
ing into  conflict  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of  crossings  of  the  ave- 
nue by  pedestrians.  Each  year  we  are  seeing  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  pedestrians  who  are,  as  we  say,  coming  into  conflict 
with  automobiles  on  this  avenue,  and  we  are  trying  to  create  a  sit- 
uation in  which  everybody  will  be  both  able  to  move  very  effi- 
ciently, very  effectively  and  very  safely  in  this  area,  and  with  that 
I  would  be  open  to  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Albert  DiUlio  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Albert  J.  DiUlio,  S.J.,  President  of  Marquette  University  for  the 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  very  much 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  for  the  record  on  a  proposal 
which  will  greatly  enhance  the  safety  of  Marquette  University  and  accommodate 
future  plans  for  southeastern  Wisconsin's  East-West  Corridor  Transit  Project 
authorized  under  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991. 
Marquette  University  is  seeking  general  fund  appropriation  of  $2  million  for  the 
preliminary  planning  of  a  Multi-Modal  Transfer  Platform  which  would  be  located 
in  downtown  Milwaukee,  adjacent  to  the  Marquette  University  campus. 

Under  our  proposal  submitted  on  January  7,  1994  to  the  Subcommittee 
on  Surface  Transportation,   Marquette  University  originally  sought  $20  million 
in  contract  authority  for  the  construction  of  a  Multi-Modal  Transfer  Platfomn.  The 
transfer  platform  is  necessary  for  Marquette  University  to  meet  its  goal  of 
establishing  a  more  cohesive  campus  while  providing  increased  safety  to  the 
community.  This  plan  will  also  allow  the  State  and  City  enough  flexibility  to  . 
pursue  their  goal  of  increased  mass  transit  utilization  without  negatively 
impacting  the  University.  All  work  would  begin  as  soon  as  funds  are  made 
available. 

The  transfer  platform  would  "lid"  the  air  space  above  1-43  between 
Milwaukee's  10th  and  11th  Streets  and  Wisconsin  and  Weils  Streets.    The 
heart  of  the  campus  currently  is  bisected  by  the  six  lane  Wisconsin  Avenue 
running  east/west,  with  11th  Street  running  north/south  along  the  eastern 
border  of  its  campus.   East  of  11th  street  is  a  bridge  allowing  Wisconsin 
Avenue's  traffic  to  cross  above  1-43.  Expanding  this  bridge  into  a  platform  will 
create  enough  new  "real  estate"  to  allow  traffic  to  move  efficiently  around 
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Marquette  University.    Such  a  platform  would  also  allow  for  the  introduction  of 
alternative  means  of  mass-transit. 

Although  Marquette  University  remains  intent  on  securing  funding  for  the 
entire  project,  further  consideration  and  discussion  with  staff  has  helped  us  to 
recognize  that  it  would  be  logical  to  seek  $2  million  to  assist  with  the  preliminary 
work  associated  with  this  project  now,  deferring  the  remainder  of  the  project  for 
a  future  Congress.   Preliminary  work  would  consist  of  the  following  activities 
and  costs: 

•  Environmental  Impact  study  $150,000 

•  Feasibility  Study  $250,000 

•  Preliminary  Design  $600,000 

•  Final  Design  and  Engineering  $1.000.000 
Total  Preliminary  Work:  $2,000,000 

According  to  a  Memorandum  Report  completed  by  the  Southeastern 
Wisconsin  Regional  Planning  Commission  in  November,  1992,  approximately 
20,200  vehicles  pass  along  Wisconsin  Avenue  between  N.  11th  and  N.  16th 
Streets  each  business  day.  During  the  first  semester  of  the  current  academic 
year  there  were  three  incidents  of  vehicular/pedestrian  conflict  within  this  area. 
Fortunately,  none  resulted  in  serious  injury,  but  the  frequency  of  such  incidents 
clearly  require  an  immediate,  imaginative  solution. 

Due  to  the  physical  characteristics  of  1-43,  no  alternative  exists  which 
would  merge  these  two  portions  of  the  city  in  the  fashion  envisioned  within  this 
proposal.  In  addition,  traffic  traveling  eastbound  west  of  the  campus  along 
Wisconsin  Avenue  would  be  rerouted  to  streets  other  than  Wisconsin  Avenue. 
Rerouting  traffic  without  the  "lid"  would  necessitate  at  least  two  difficult  turning 
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movements  because  of  the  location  of  1-43,  affecting  both  passenger  and  mass 
transit  vehicles. 

Although  this  project  has  not  yet  been  made  part  of  Wisconsin's  highway 
plan,  the  necessity  of  this  project  is  directly  related  to  a  portion  of  the  state's 
plan  known  as  the  East-West  Corridor  Project.    The  "lid"  project  will  not  have  a 
negative  affect  on  either  the  overall  highway  plan  for  the  state  or  its  work  on  the 
East-West  Corridor  Project.  In  fact,  we  believe  that  such  a  project  will  greatly 
enhance  any  form  of  transportation  which  might  later  be  decided  upon  by  those 
individuals  assessing  the  East-West  Corridor  Project.   Discussions  concerning 
this  project  have  taken  place  with  Wisconsin  Department  of  Transportation 
officials  and  we  fully  anticipate  their  participation  in  this  effort. 

Marquette  University  has  invested  over  $20  million  in  the  past  24-months 
to  revitalize  the  neighborhoods  surrounding  our  campus.   It  has  been  our  goal 
to  work  hand-in-hand  with  the  community  to  achieve  the  proper  balance 
necessary  to  increase  safety  while  maintaining  neighborhood  integrity  and  the 
downtown  Milwaukee  atmosphere.   The  I  -43  corridor  has  traditionally  been  an 
artificially  imposed  dividing  line  between  the  secure  business  district  of 
Milwaukee  and  the  more  challenging  environment  surrounding  the  University. 
This  "lid"  will  truly  unify  the  city,  allowing  Marquette  University  to  remain  a  vital, 
growing  institution. 

Attached  are  letters  from  Milwaukee's  Mayor,  John  Norquist,  and 
Milwaukee's  County  Executive,  Thomas  Ament,  in  support  of  this  proposal. 
Congressman  Tom  Barrett,  the  Member  who  represents  the  5th  Congressional 
Disthct,  has  also  given  us  his  commitment  to  support  this  project.   In  addition,  for 
your  reference,  a  map  showing  the  area  under  discussion  has  also  been 
included  with  this  statement.   We  will  be  happy  to  provide  the  Subcommittee 
with  any  additional  information  which  you  might  need. 
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OFFICE  OF  COUNTY  EXECUTIVE 


Milwaukee  County 

F.  THOMAS  AMENT    •    COUNTY  EXECUTIVE 


March  21, 1994 


The  Honorable  Norman  Y.  Mineta,  Chairman 
House  Committee  on  Public  Worlo  tx.  Transportation 
2221  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC.  20515-0515 

Dear  Chairman  Minata: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  Is  to  express  my  support  for  the  efforts  of  Marquette 
University  to  seek  Inclusion  of  a  highway  proposal  in  the  House  reauthorization  bill  for 
the  Natiorul  Highway  System. 

The  Uruverslty  has  developed  a  plan  to  rscover  air  rights  over  1-43  by  aeating  a 
lid  over  th^t  national  highway  betwsen  Milwaukee's  Wells  Strset  axid  Wisconsin 
Avenue  bridges  over  1-43,  thus  linking  the  University  campus  to  downtown  Milwaukee, 
Including  the  grounds  adjacent  to  the  Milwaukee  County  Courthouse.  It  is  a  project  of 
mutual  benefit  to  a  variety  of  Milwaukee  interests,  including  the  County's.  It  would 
become  an  li\tegral  segment  for  the  eventual  restoration  of  not  only  the  existing  bridges 
but  alao  the  interstate  system  itself. 

Marquette  University  seeks  $2  million  for  preliminary  planning  for  the  project 
and  I  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  this  proposal. 


Sincerely, 

F.  Thomas  Ament 
Milwaukee  County  Executive 


FTA/dl 
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lOHNO.NORQUIST 

MAYOR 


OFFICE  OFTHE  MAYOR 

MIIWAUKES.  WISCONSIN 


March  25,  1994 


The  Honorable  lIors\ftn  Y.  Minata. 
Chairman  , 

Route  Conadttee  on  Public  Works 

and  Tranaportation 
2221  Rayburn  Hou««  Offica  Building 
Washington,  O.C.  20S15-0515 

Dear  Chaiman  Minetat 

Marquette  University  seeks  inclusion  of  a  highway  proposal 
in  the  House  reauthorization  bill  for  the  National  Highway  System 
and  I  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  the  proposal. 

The  plan  is  to  create  a  lid  over  that  portion  of  1-43  that 
passes  beneath  the  Wells  Street  and  Wisconsin  Avenue  Bridge*. 
The  lid  spanning  1-43  would  be  attached  to  both  bridge*  and  would 
not  only  create  new  development  space  for  Milwaukee,  but  also 
help  unify  iaportant  City  sectiono  now  separated  by  the 
interstate.   I  believe  this  project  would  restore  a  vital  link 
between  important  developments  in  the  City. 

Marquette  University  seeks  $2  million  for  preliminary 
planning  for  this  project.   I  hope  you  and  your  colleagues  will 
look  favorably  upon  this  excellent  opportunity  to  test  the 
concept  within  the  context  of  upgrading  the  quality  of  the 
National  Highway  System. 


Cry  Han,  200  E.  VVellj  Street.  Milwaukee.  Witconsin  53202.  Teleo*^on<.-  Mlii  JTS.Jjnn 
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Mr.  Price.  Father  DiUlio,  we  appreciate  your  presence  here 
today  and  your  taking  time  to  acquaint  us  with  your  needs.  It 
sounds  as  if  you  have  been  in  touch  with  a  number  of  our  col- 
leagues from  the  area,  who  we  will  consult  with  as  we  consider  this 
appropriations  request. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions,  but  thank  you  for  coming. 

Reverend  DiUlio.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  for  joining  us. 


Monday,  April  21,  1994. 

CITIZENS  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  TO  THE  VIRGINIA 
SECTION  OF  CORRIDOR  H 

WITNESS 
TONY  COOGAN,  CITIZEN  MEMBER 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  call  to  the  table  Bonni  McKeown,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Corridor  H  Alternatives,  Wardensville,  West  Virginia, 
and  also  Samuel  Cravotta. 

Mr.  CoOGAN.  I  don't  see  them  here. 

Mr.  Price.  So  we  will  hear  from  Tony  Coogan  next,  the  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee  to  the  Virginia  Section  of  Corridor  H. 

Mr.  Coogan.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf, 
Members  of  the  committee.  My  name  is  Tony  Coogan,  and  I  live  in 
Virginia,  in  geographically  the  area  that  Corridor  H  will  be  travel- 
ing through. 

For  those  of  you  who  are  unaware  of  what  Corridor  H  is,  it  is 
a  four-lane  divided  highway  which  will  be  traversing  through  West 
Virginia  into  Virginia.  It  is  about  a  120-mile-long  project.  Esti- 
mated costs  run  from  $841  million  to  $1.6  billion. 

It  is  about  $10  million  a  mile  because  of  the  engineering  through 
the  mountains.  I  was  appointed  to  represent  the  interests  of  the 
citizens  in  Shenandoah  County  and  I  have  been  very  active  in  try- 
ing to  pursue  the  matter  and  have  gained  as  much  input  into  what- 
ever area  of  government  that  I  can. 

As  my  understanding  of  transportation  needs  has  grown,  my  ap- 
preciation for  simple  solutions  and  long-range  planning  has  grown 
exponentially.  Forward  thinkers  of  the  past  have  left  worthy  exam- 
ples for  us  to  follow,  Dulles  Airport  construction  being  a  good  ex- 
ample of  meeting  a  need  down  the  road  with  a  net  lower  cost  by 
buying  ahead  in  its  time  and  usurping  the  eroding  effect  of  infla- 
tion. 

Simple,  clever  and  innovative  solutions  are  often  less  costly  and 
overlooked  by  engineers  who  take  a  more  grandiose,  large-scale  ap- 
proach in  transportation  design.  An  excellent  local  example  of  an 
alternative  design  implementation  being  very  cost-effective  is  the 
movable  barrier  I  passed  by  today  on  the  Teddy  Roosevelt  bridge. 
This  expedient  solution  stretches  tax  dollars,  gets  people  home  fast- 
er, and  relieves  congestion  and  stress. 

The  commuters  who  use  this  route  owe  our  Congressman  a  debt 
of  gratitude.  I  believe  he  played  a  key  role  in  bringing  that  to  the 
area  there.  I  see  Corridor  H  as  a  systematic  problem  routed  in  the 
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old  solutions  of  the  1950s  and  1960s  building  bigger  and  more. 
While  a  possibly  valid  solution  in  the  past,  it  is  a  dinosaur  in  to- 
day's society. 

The  Washington,  D.C.  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  being 
in  a  nonattainment  area,  the  need  to  develop  mass  transit,  the  fi- 
nancial constraint  of  a  22  percent  interest  payment  on  the  national 
debt,  the  absolute  need  to  balance  the  budget,  the  list  goes  on.  We 
need  to  keep  an  open  mind  to  different  approaches  to  problems  at 
every  level  from  the  White  House  to  the  small  cabins  in  the  moun- 
tains of  West  Virginia,  from  both  the  Republican  and  Democratic 
leadership  to  the  grassroots. 

This  Nation  is  getting  further  and  further  in  trouble  financially, 
and  as  the  world  power  how  can  we  bring  proper  focus  to  bear  on 
national  and  global  issues  when  our  power  to  control  our  own  fu- 
ture is  constantly  diluted  and  constrained. 

I  tell  you  today  that  this  project  does  not  merit  the  funding  as 
it  stands.  A  less  costly  but  seriously  treated  alternative,  upgrading 
the  existing  roads  has  been  proposed  and  hasn't  really  been  satis- 
factorily dealt  with. 

I  was  overwhelmed  by  the  national  highway,  the  maps  that  were 
projected  on  the  wall  in  the  Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  Surface 
Transportation  in  their  hearing  last  month.  I  could  barely  pick  out 
the  tiny  billion-dollar  corridor  from  that  huge  network  of  roads  that 
are  deemed  necessary  for  securing  the  future  of  America  to  com- 
pete in  a  world  market. 

We  are  producing  less  and  less  as  American  companies  farm  out 
more  and  more  of  their  manufacturing  overseas  so  what  exactly  are 
these  roads  going  to  carry?  If  we  are  running  out  of  fossil  fuels  in 
30  years,  why  are  we  building  roads  to  shorten  that  time?  If  mass 
transit  is  a  serious  solution,  in  my  view,  and  I  am  not  an  expert, 
I  don't  see  that  the  budget  reflects  that.  I  think  10  percent  is  sort 
of  dismal. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  little  bit  more  money  set  aside  for  that.  I 
am  wondering  how  many  of  these  roads  in  this  system  are  really 
necessary  and  how  many  are  politically  motivated.  I  pray  for  dis- 
cernment in  you  that  you  can  ferret  out  the  unworthy  projects  from 
this  wish  list  of  roads  before  your  committee  this  year  and  yet  still 
cost-effectively  serve  the  transportation  needs  of  our  Nation  rather 
than  the  special  interest  pet  projects. 

I  have  every  confidence  in  this  ability,  in  the  committee's  ability 
insured  by  my  experience  with  and  resultant  admiration  of  Con- 
gressman Wolf,  who  with  my  experience  of  having  met  other  politi- 
cians, has  more  than  earned  his  office  and  is  definitely  to  our  bene- 
fit. That  is  about  all  I  have  to  say.  If  there  are  any  questions,  I 
will  relinquish  the  time  back  to  the  committee. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Tony  Coogan  follow:] 
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Statement  of  Tony  Coogan  Virginia  Citizen  Addressing  the 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 

Committee  on  Appropriations  U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

Monday,  April  25,  1994 


My  name  is  Tony  Coogan,  I  am  the  only  citizen  member  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  to  tiie  Virginia  section  of  Corridor  H,  appointed  to  represent  the  interests  of 
the  cost  bearing,  tax  paying  public,  more  directly  the  residents  of  Shenandoah  County  in 
Virginia.  I  view  it  as  a  general  miscarriage  of  the  political  process  and  specifically  tiie 
mandates  established  by  ISTEA  that,  though  multiple  requests  were  made  through  proper 
channels,  there  has  been  no  citizens  advisory  committee  established  in  West  Virginia,  nor 
is  there  any  indication  of  any  intent  to  honor  the  request  of  the  tax  paying  citizens  of  West 
Virginia.  This  120  mile  long,  10  million  dollar  a  mile  road  project  originates  in  West 
Virginia  witii  15  miles  in  Virginia.  The  fact  that  there  is  a  greater  degree  of  accountability 
within  the  process  of  Virginia  on  this  project  should  be  of  considerable  embarrassment  to 
the  West  Virginia  government.  I  also  wish  to  recognize  tiie  VDOT  in  their  compliance 
with  the  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  resolution  passed  May  20,  1993  requiring 
the  CAC  be  put  together. 

As  my  understanding  of  transportation  needs  grows,  my  appreciation  for  simple  solutions 
and  long  range  planning  has  grown  exponentially.  Forward  thinkers  of  the  past  have  left 
worthy  examples  for  us  to  follow,  Dulles  airports  construction  being  a  good  example  of 
meeting  a  need  down  the  road  with  a  net  lower  cost  by  buying  it  ahead  of  time  and 
usurping  inflations  eroding  effect.  Simple,  clever,  innovative  solutions  are  often  less  costly 
and  overlooked  by  engineers  who  take  a  more  grandiose  large  scale  approach  in 
transportation  design.  An  excellent  local  example  of  an  alternative  designs  implementation 
being  very  cost  effective  is  the  moveable  barrier  I  passed  today  on  the  Teddy  Rosevelt 
Bridge.  This  expedient  solution  stretches  tax  dollars,  gets  people  home  faster,  relieves 
congestion  and  ultimately  stress.  While  I  am  sure  the  aspirin  producers  don't  appreciate  it— 

the  commuters  departing  on  that  route  -owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  Congressman 

Wolf 

I  see  Corridor  H  as  a  systemic  problem  rooted  in  the  old  solutions  of  the  50s"  and  60s"... 
build  more,  bigger.  While  a  possibly  xalid  solution  in  the  past,  it  is  a  dinosaur  in  todays 
society.  The  DC  MPO  being  a  nonattainment  area,  the  need  to  develop  mass-transit,  tlie 
financial  constraint  of  a  22°  o  interest  payment  on  the  national  debt,  the  absolute  need  to 
balance  the  budget  (despite  a  seeming  lack  of  wisdom  with  some  in  the  senate),  the  list 
goes  on.  We  need  to  keep  an  open  mind  to  different  approaches  to  problems  at  every  level 
from  the  UToite  House  to  the  small  cabin  in  the  mountains  of  West  Virginia,  from  both  the 
Republican  and  Democratic  leadership  to  the  grassroots.  Tliis  nation  is  getting  ftirther  and 
further  in  trouble  fmancially  and  as  the  world  power,  how  can  we  bring  proper  focus  to 
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bear  on  national  and  global  issues  when  our  power  to  control  our  own  future  is 
consistently  diluted  and  constrained.  I  tell  you  today,  this  project  does  not  merit  funding 
as  it  stands.  A  less  costly,  but  not  seriously  treated  alternative,  upgrading  existing  roads 
has  been  proposed  and ? 

I  was  overwhehned  by  the  NHS  map  projected  on  the  wall  of  the  Public  Works 
Subcommittee  on  Surface  Transportation  hearing  last  month.  I  could  barely  pick  out  my 
tiny  billion  dollar  corridor  from  the  labyrintii  of  a  road  network  deemed  necessary  for  a 
secured  future  for  America  to  compete  in  a  world  market.  We  are  producing  less  as 
American  companies  farm  out  more  and  more  of  their  manufacturing  overseas,  so  what 
exactly  are  these  roads  going  to  carry?  If  we  are  rutming  out  of  fossil  fuels  in  30  years 
why  are  we  building  roads  to  shorten  that  time?  If  mass  transit  is  a  serious  solution,  in  my 
view  our  budget  does  not  reflect  that.  I  am  wondering  how  many  of  these  roads  are  really 
necessary  and  how  many  are  politically  motivated. 

I  pray  for  discernment  in  you  that  you  can  ferret  out  the  unworthy  projects  from  the  wish 
lists  read  before  your  committee  tiiis  year,  and  yet  still  cost-effectively  serve  the 
transportation  needs  of  our  nation  rather  than  the  special  interests,  party  favor  like,  doled 
out  pet  projects.  I  have  every  confidence  in  this  committee's  ability,  insured  by  my 
experience  with  and  resultant  admiration  for  Congressman  Frank  Wolf,  who  in  my 
experience  of  meeting  politicians  has  more  than  earned  his  office  and  right  to  serve  in  our 
favor. 

Tony  Coogan 
Route  1  Box  242 
Strasburg,  Virginia  22657 


/ 

/ 

/ 
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Written  Testimony  of  Anthony  P.  Coogan 
Virginia  Citizen 
submitted  to  tlie 

U.S.  HOUSE  PUBLIC  WORKS  TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMITTEE    March 

25,  1994 

My  name  is  Tony  Coogan,  I  am  from  Lebanon  Church,  Virginia.  I  am  an  appointed 
member  of  a  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  to  Corridor  H,  a  potentially  federally  funded 
project  In  Virginia.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Shenandoah  County  Historical  Society,  the 
Friends  of  the  North  Fork  and  the  Director  of  and  a  founding  member  of  Virginia  Corridor 
H  Alternatives.  I,  and  those  I  represent,  have  been  working  to  preserve  a  quality  of  life, 
our  cultural,  and  historical  resources  in  the  Shenandoah  Valley.  I  am  grateful  to 
Chairman  Rahall  for  affording  me  the  opportunity  to  provide  written  testimony  in  these 
hearings  on  the  National  Highway  System. 

I  wish  to  voice  my  concerns  on  Corridor  H,  and  why  we  in  Virginia  oppose  its  inclusion 
In  the  National  Highway  System. 

Corridor  H  Is  an  unnecessary  new  construction  project  which  is  Ignoring  the  more 
fiscally  sensible  alternative  of  upgrading  existing  roads  or  the  low  build  option.  It  does 
not  connect  major  terminal  points,  but  two  places  which  are  on  the  edge  of  nowhere  (as 
far  as  population  density  is  concerned).  As  new  construction  in  a  sparsely  populated 
rural  area,  It  Is  an  economic  burden  to  the  tax  paying  public  and  a  major  negative  impact 
to  the  natural  environment  and  local  communities  in  both  Virginia  and  West  Virginia.  It 
costs  $1  billion+,  further  serving  to  Increase  the  burden  of  the  national  debt  which  gains 
a  better  choke  hold  on  this  nation  as  these  type  of  projects  continually  get  funded.  The 
funding  process  Itself  Influences  state  governments  to  throw  all  reason  and  rational 
economic  control  behavior  out  the  window.  That  is  just  what  happened  here  as  the  West 
Virginia  DOT  Commissioner  Fred  Van  Kirk  pledged  the  entire  state  road  maintenance 
budget  as  the  matching  funds  for  the  20%  required  match. 

PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  OF  THE  FACT  that  about  13  miles  of  this  proposed  120  mile 
four-lane  divided  highway  are  In  Virginia.  Our  state  has  never  wanted  It.  We  have 
enough  problems  with  excessive  traffic  on  1-81  now,  just  ask  the  FHA,  so  why  make  a 
deteriorating  situation  worse.  At  the  hearings  In  the  Spring  of  1 993,  Virginians'  spoke 
out  against  this  road  with  a  loud  clear  voice,  over  90%  opposed.  Since  1966,  this  project 
has  been  pushed  by  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways.  Corridor  H  segments  1 
and  2  in  Virginia  appear  as  plans  in  West  Virginia's  quarterly  STIP  yet  no  mention  of  it 
appears  In  Virginia's  six  year  plan.  It  appears  to  us  In  Virginia  that  West  Virginia  may 
have  put  aside  money  to  pay  for  the  Virginia  section.  If  so,  where  did  that  matching 
money  come  from?  This  same  West  Virginia  STIP  was  disapproved  In  February  1994  by 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  because  WVDOT,  despite  an  ISTEA  deadline  of 
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January  1,  1995,  has  apparently  taken  no  steps  toward  the  kind  of  multi-year  statewide 
transportation  planning  process  we  have  had  in  place  for  several  years  in  Virginia. 

The  Virginia  process  has  a  greater  degree  of  accountability,  but  West  Virginia  is  playing 
havoc  with  the  Virginia  established  procedure  as  they  apply  pressure  to  Virginia  to  try  to 
force  submission.  This  is  wrong!  The  Virginia's  statewide  transportation  plan  does  not 
include  Corridor  H,  a  fact  that  led  at  least  one  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board 
member  at  the  May  1993  Corridor  H  hearing  to  say,  "Why  are  we  even  looking  at  this 
project?"  Pure  and  simple  this  is  a  political  road  being  pushed  by  Senator  Byrd,  who's 
name  is  already  plastered  on  the  road  on  the  short  section  he  has  managed  to  get  done 
west  of  Elkins. 

Public  opinion  in  Virginia  backs  up  the  state  plan's  omission  of  Corridor  H.  In  the 
February  1993  public  hearings,  90%  of  comments  submitted  by  Virginians  flatly  opposed 
the  building  of  this  highway  In  any  location.  Boards  of  Supervisors  in  all  three  affected 
counties-Shenandoah,  Frederick  and  Warren-passed  resolutions  against  Corridor  H  in 
1993.  as  did  several  Town  Councils  (see  attached  resolutions).  The  Commonwealth 
Transportation  Board  refused  to  endorse  Corridor  H  in  May  1993,  but  yielding  to 
immense  political  pressure,  did  agree  to  let  studies  continue  with  the  following 
guidelines,  which  are  excerpts  from  the  Boards  resolution. 

Resolution  passed  5/20/93  Virginia  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board 

"!his  resolution  doc?  nol  constitute  approvai  or  a  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Commonwealth  to  any  subsequent 
jppu'val  or  consLrucliun  ol  any  uroiecl  in  Vireinia  in  this  comdor " 

"ii  1.S  the  inlcntion  of  the  Board  that  all  alternative  funding  mcchanisin.s  be  explored  in  order  to 
avoid  expenditure  of  scarce  Virginia  and  Staunton  District  transpoilation  resources" 
"study  comDteheiisivclv  evaluates  alteni.itive  improvements  to  existing  hiehwavs  (which  might  saU?fv  th'^  obl'^ctiveb 
ot  the  Corridor  H  proeram  witKout  requiring  construction  of  a  new  highway)" 

"the  study  seek  to  develop  alternatives  that  could  facilitate  designs  of  tlic  highway  in  kecpmg  with  the  broad 
commtinilv  ^;oals  to  develop  the  region  a.s  a  tourist  and  visitor  altractloii  which  hidilights  the  unique  historical 
and  cultural  attractions  ot  the  reaion" 

"(he  Board  directs  th^it  :ill  altcrnalive.s  be  explored  to  achieve  the  goals  expressed  above  although  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Board  that  in  order  to  achieve  such  goals  and  accommodate  desired  HafBc  the  alignment  and  ultimate  design  of 
the  highway  should  be  more  parltwav  in  character  in  preference  to  a  traditionaJ  four  lane  interstate  or  arterial 
standard  facility" 

The  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation,  ignoring  the  statements  and  more  importantly 
the  resolutions  (see  enclosure)  of  these  elected  and  appointed  officials,  has  actively 
joined  the  neighboring  WVDOH  in  promoting  Corridor  H  with  media  appearances  and  at 
public  map  exhibitions  in  state  and  more  innportantly  out  of  state.  At  one  point,  the  Chief 
Engineer  of  VDOT,  Jack  Hodge,  wrote  me  a  letter  that  basically  said  "butt  out"  and  that 
they  make  the  decisions  irregardless  of  the  counties  affected  stated  position  or  any  of 
the  affected  counties  6  year  comprehensive  plans.  This  seems  diametrically  opposite  to 
the  intention  of  the  ISTEA  legislation  I  have  always  referred  to  as  legislation  with  a 
conscience.   While   attending   an   interagency   meeting,  the  West   Virginia   contracted 
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engineering  firm's  representative  curtly  told  me  I  was  not  to  contact  my  own  state 
agencies,  but  direct  all  communications  to  and  through  her. 

To  citizens  trying  to  work  with  the  system  to  defend  their  neighborhood,  the  whole 
process  seems  stacked  and  both  Virginia  and  West  Virginia  DOT's  seem  like 
entrenched  armies  settling  in  for  the  take  over.  Small  wonder  government  is  viewed  as  it 
is  and  people  are  so  apathetic  about  the  worth  of  getting  involved  in  the  process,  which 
has  become  so  alien  for  citizens.  The  federal  level  intercession  exacerbates  the  situation 
by  holding  a  bone  of  a  promised  check  to  pay  for  it  all,  further  dividing  the  program 
initiators  from  those  perported  to  reap  the  benefit. 

Virginians  oppose  Corridor  H  for  many  reasons.  We  do  not  want  to  become  West 
Virginia  welcome  mat!  We  want  to  determine  our  own  future  and  have  already  made,  and 
are  excited  about,  commitments  to  a  chosen  direction  for  our  valley.  We  support  the 
federal  legislation  Congressman  Wolf  has  presented,  the  Battlefield  Bill  and  view  it  as  a 
road  map  for  our  future.  This  Corridor  H,  if  properly  planned  as  a  two-lane  heritage  road, 
could  be  of  Immense  worth  to  both  states  If  West  Virginia  would  develop  their  own  Civil 
War  history.  West  Virginia  has  a  duty  to  protect  the  resources  in  it's  state  and  the  scenic 
byway  could  enhance  West  Virginia's  economic  development.  Perhaps  a  good  name  for 
the  Scenic  Heritage  Byway  would  be  the  Secession  Reconnection.  A  joint  venture,  a 
heritage  partnership  between  the  two  states  would  be  mutually  beneficial  if  properly 
planned  and  implemented.  The  threat  to  our  chosen  direction  in  Virginia  that  this  project 
has  imposed  has  inspired  us  to  work  within  the  system  to  effect  positive  change  for  both 
sides  by  studying  alternative  designs  which  we  collectively  view  as  viable  alternatives. 

Some  few  of  our  citizens  are  refugees  from  the  DC  area  who  sought  to  move  to  where 
you  can  hear  the  water,  smell  the  hay  being  harvested  and  see  falling  stars  on  any  cloud 
free  night.  Many  of  our  neighbors'  families  have  lived  and  farmed  here  for  generations-- 
since  before  the  Civil  War  and  1-81  wracked  our  valley. 

We  are  for  sustainable  growth,  which  requires  careful  planning.  The  National  Park 
Service  has  identified  the  Shenandoah  Valley  as  an  area  of  major  importance  to  the 
nation  for  its  abundant  historical  resources.  Just  review  the  Battlefield  Protection 
Program's  list  of  nationally  important  sites,  they  are  predominantly  in  this  same  valley. 
When  visitors  come  here,  they  need  to  see  open  space,  interpretive  markers  melded  with 
the  ancestral  homes  still  occupied  by  the  decedents  of  some  of  those  who  fought  on 
these  battlefields.  We  must  preserve  not  only  the  battlefields,  but  the  viewsheds  and  the 
open  space  of  the  region  to  maintain  the  feel  and  connection  to  the  history  and  the 
events  which  occurred  here.  We  have  stated  our  intention  by  our  unanimous 
endorsement  of  the  Battlefield  legislation  and  are  actively  engaged  in  the  effort  to  secure 
our  own  future.  We  are  currently  involved  to  secure  enhancement  to  the  region  with 
Scenic  byways  and  are  developing  a  rail  experience  on  the  current  railway  net,  both  of 
which  serve  to  provide  economic  development  to  Virginia  and  West  Virginia  with 
tourism,  increased  accessibility  and  the  preservation  of  a  national  treasure. 
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Four-lane  roads  bring  trucks  and  through  traffic,  two-lane  roads  bring  tourists.  New 
highways  ultimately  spawn  and  Initiate  forces  of  development  and  once  unleashed  are 
no  longer  able  to  be  directed  in  a  given  direction.  The  1991  ISTEA  law,  with  its  citizen 
planning  process,  acknowledges  the  Impact  of  highways  on  communities  and  attempts  a 
more  sensitive  approach  to  match  highway  planning  to  the  expressed  local  level  wishes, 
those  most  affected.  The  process  thus  far  has  been  In  my  estimation,  with  the  narrow 
flexibility  of  entrenched  engineers  funded  by  a  political  process  bent  on  mortgaging  the 
future,  one  which  would  intimidate  anyone.  Deferring  payment  is  a  greedy  cowardly  way 
out.  Unless  thoughtful  and  courageous  leaders  from  our  Congress  &  Senate  decide  right 
now  to  take  a  stand  against  the  thoughtless  selfishness  of  getting  more  now  and 
deferring  the  payment  responsibility  to  the  next  generation  the  historical  record  will 
reflect  poorly  on  this  generation  of  leaders. 

Dont  destroy  our  effort  and  dreams,  or  your  own  history.  Let  us  choose.  After 
all.  we  are  the  people. 

Anthony  P.  Coogan 

Rt.  1,  Box  319 

Lebanon  Church,  VA  22641 

1  -703-465-4800 
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Corridor  H  Ahernatives 


A  Movement  oj Citizens 

Written  Testimony  of  Anthony  P.  Coogan 

Virginia  Citizen 

submitted  to  the 

U.S.  HOUSE  PUBLIC  WORKS  TRANSPORT ATiON 

SUBCOMMITTEE    March  25,  1994 

My  name  Is  Tony  Coogan,  I  am  from  Lebanon  Church,  Virginia.  I  am  an 
appointed  member  of  a  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  to  Corridor  H,  a 
potentially  federally  funded  project  in  Virginia.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Shenandoah  County  Historical  Society,  the  Friends  of  the  North  Forl< 
and  the  Director  of  and  a  founding  member  of  Virginia  Corridor  H 
Alternatives.  I,  and  those  I  represent,  have  been  working  to  preserve  a 
quality  of  life,  our  cultural,  and  historical  resources  In  the  Shenandoah 
Valley.  !  am  grateful  to  Chairman  Rahall  for  affording  me  the 
opportunity  to  provide  written  testimony  In  these  hearings  on  the 
National  Highway  System. 

I  wish  to  voice  my  concerns  on  Corridor  H,  and  why  we  in  Virginia     • 
oppose  its  inclusion  in  the  National  Highway  System. 

Corridor  H  Is  an  unnecessary  new  construction  project  which  Is 
ignoring  the  more  fiscally  sensible  alternative  of  upgrading  existing 
roads  or  the  low  build  option.  It  does  not  connect  major  terminal  points, 
but  two  places  which  are  on  the  edge  of  nowhere  (as  far  as  population 
density  is  concerned).  As  new  construction  in  a  sparsely  populated 
rural  area,  it  is  an  economic  burden  to  the  tax  paying  public  and  a  major 

Regional  Offices negative  Impact  to  the  natural  environment  and  local  communities  in 

Eastern  wesi  Virginia  both  Virginia  and  West  Virginia.  It  costs  $1  billion+,  further  serving  to 

p  o  Box  463  Increase  the  burden  of  the  national  debt  which  gains  a  better  choke 

W.irdcnsvillc,  V\'\' 26831  ^  i         a      •    -ru 

304-87-t-38«7  hold  on  this  nation  as  thesetype  of  projects  continually  get  funded.  The 

Central  West  Virginia  funding  process  Itself  Influences  state  governments  to  throw  all  reason 

p  0  Box  1 1  and  rational  economic  control  behavior  out  the  window.  That  is  just 

30^6-452""*  what  happened  here  as  the  West  Virginia  DOT  Commissioner  Fred  Van 

„    ,      „.    „.  .  .  Kirk  pledged  the  entire  state  road  maintenance  budget  as  the  matching 

Nonlicrn  West  Virginia  r-         a  v 

PC  liox  173  funds  for  the  20%  required  match. 

New  Creek.  VW  26743 
304-788-537S) 
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PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  OF  THE  FACT  that  about  13  miles  of  this  proposed  120 
mile  four-lane  divided  highway  are  In  Virginia.  Our  state  has  never  wanted  It.  We 
have  enough  problems  with  excessive  traffic  on  1-81  now,  just  ask  the  FHA,  so 
why  make  a  deteriorating  situation  worse.  At  the  hearings  In  the  Spring  of  1993, 
Virginians'  spoke  out  against  this  road  with  a  loud  clear  voice,  over  90% 
opposed.  Since  1966,  this  project  has  been  pushed  by  the  West  Virginia 
Department  of  Highways.  Corridor  H  segments  1  and  2  in  Virginia  appear  as 
plans  In  West  Virginia's  quarterly  STIP  yet  no  mention  of  it  appears  in  Virginia's 
six  year  plan.  It  appears  to  us  in  Virginia  that  West  Virginia  may  have  put  aside 
money  to  pay  for  the  Virginia  section.  If  so,  where  did  that  matching  money  come 
from?  This  same  West  Virginia  STIP  was  disapproved  in  February  1994  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  because  WVDOT,  despite  an  ISTEA  deadline  of 
January  1 ,  1995,  has  apparently  taken  no  steps  toward  the  kind  of  multi-year 
statewide  transportation  planning  process  we  have  had  In  place  for  several  years 
in  Virginia. 

The  Virginia  process  has  a  greater  degree  of  accountability,  but  West  Virginia  is 
playing  havoc  with  the  Virginia  established  procedure  as  they  apply  pressure  to 
Virginia  to  try  to  force  submission.  This  is  wrong!  The  Virginia's  statewide 
transportation  plan  does  not  Include  Corridor  H,  a  fact  that  led  at  least  one 
Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  member  at  the  May  1993  Corridor  H 
hearing  to  say,  "Why  are  we  even  looking  at  this  project?"  Pure  and  simple  this  is 
a  political  toad  being  pushed  by  Senator  Byrd,  who's  name  is  already  plastered 
on  the  road  on  the  short  section  he  has  managed  to  get  done  west  of  Elklns. 

Public  opinion  in  Virginia  backs  up  the  state  plan's  omission  of  Corridor  H  In  the 
February  1993  public  hearings,  90%  of  comments  submitted  by  Virginians  flatly 
opposed  the  building  of  this  highway  In  any  location.  Boards  of  Supervisors  In  all 
three  affected  counties-Shenandoah,  Frederick  and  Warren-passed  resolutions 
against  Corridor  H  in  1993,  as  did  several  Town  Councils  (see  attached 
resolutions).  The  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board  refused  to  endorse 
Corridor  H  in  May  1993,  but  yielding  to  Immense  political  pressure,  did  agree  to 
let  studies  continue  with  the  following  guidelines,  which  are  excerpts  from  the 
Boards  resolution. 

Resolution  passed  5/20/93  Virginia  Commonwealth  Transportation  Board 

"this  resolution  does  not  constitute  approval  or  a  commitment  on  the  part  of  tlie  Commonwealth  to  ajw 
subaequenl  approval  or  construction  of  any  project  in  Vuginia  in  this  corridor " 
"it  i.s  the  inieniion  of  the  Board  that  aU  alternative  funding  mechanisms  be  explored  in  order 
to  avoid  expenditure  of  scarce  Viiginia  and  Staunton  Di.strict  transportation  resources" 
"study  comprehensivelv  evaluates  alternative  improvements  to  existing  highways  (which  might  satisfy  the 
ohicttives  of  the  Comdor  H  progrrun  without  requiring  conslructioii  of  a  new  highway)" 
"the  study  seek  lo  develop  altematives  that  could  facilitate  designs  of  the  highway  in  keeping  with  the 
hroad  community  goals  to  develop  Ihf  re^;lon  as  a  tourist  and  visitor  attr.ictlon  which  highlights  the 
unique  historical  and  cultural  attractions  of  tlie  region" 
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"the  Board  directs  that  all  alternatives  be  explored  to  achieve  the  eoals  expressed  above  althoueh  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Board  that  in  order  to  achieve  such  goals  and  accommodate  desired  traffic  the  alignment  aiid 
ultimate  design  of  the  highway  should  be  more  parkway  in  character  in  preference  to  a  traditional  (qui 
lane  interstate  or  arterial  standard  facility" 

The  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation,  ignoring  the  statements  and  more 
importantly  the  resolutions  (see  enclosure)  of  these  elected  and  appointed 
officials,  has  actively  joined  the  neighboring  WVDOH  In  promoting  Corridor  H  with 
media  appearances  and  at  public  map  exhibitions  In  state  and  more  Importantly 
out  of  state.  At  one  point,  the  Chief  Engineer  of  VDOT,  Jack  Hodge,  wrote  me  a 
letter  that  basically  said  "butt  out"  and  that  they  make  the  decisions  irregardless  of 
the  counties  affected  stated  position  or  any  of  the  affected  counties  6  year 
comprehensive  plans.  This  seems  diametrically  opposite  to  the  Intention  of  the 
ISTEA  legislation  I  have  always  referred  to  as  legislation  with  a  conscience.  While 
attending  an  interagency  meeting,  the  West  Virginia  contracted  engineering  firm's 
representative  curtly  told  me  I  was  not  to  contact  my  own  state  agencies,  but 
direct  all  communications  to  and  through  her. 

To  citizens  trying  to  work  with  the  system  to  defend  their  neighborhood,  the  whole 
process  seems  stacked  and  both  Virginia  and  West  Virginia  DOT's  seem  like 
entrenched  armies  settling  in  for  the  take  over.  Small  wonder  government  is 
viewed  as  it  is  and  people  are  so  apathetic  about  the  worth  of  getting  involved  in 
the  process,  which  has  become  so  alien  for  citizens.  The  federal  level 
intercession  exacerbates  the  situation  by  holding  a  bone  of  a  promised  check  to 
pay  for  it  all,  further  dividing  the  program  initiators  from  those  perported  to  reap 
the  benefit. 

Virginians  oppose  Corridor  H  for  many  reasons.  We  do  not  want  to  become  West 
Virginia  welcome  mat!  We  want  to  determine  our  own  future  and  have  already 
made,  and  are  excited  about,  commitments  to  a  chosen  direction  for  our  valley. 
We  support  the  federal  legislation  Congressman  Wolf  has  presented,  the 
Battlefield  Bill  and  view  it  as  a  road  map  for  our  future.  This  Corridor  H,  if  properly 
planned  as  a  two-lane  heritage  road,  could  be  of  immense  worth  to  both  states  if 
West  Virginia  would  develop  their  own  Civil  War  history.  West  Virginia  has  a  duty 
to  protect  the  resources  in  it's  state  and  the  scenic  byway  could  enhance  West 
Virginia's  economic  development.  Perhaps  a  good  name  for  the  Scenic  Heritage 
Byway  would  be  the  Secession  Reconnection.  A  joint  venture,  a  heritage 
partnership  between  the  two  states  would  be  mutually  beneficial  if  properly 
planned  and  implemented.  The  threat  to  our  chosen  direction  in  Virginia  that  this 
project  has  imposed  has  inspired  ijs  id  woi-k  wiihJh  me  sysiem  to  effect  positive 
change  for  both  sides  by  studying  alternative  designs  which  we  collectively  view 
as  viable  alternatives. 

Some  few  of  our  citizens  are  refugees  from  the  DC  area  who  sought  to  move  to 
where  you  can  hear  the  water,  smell  the  hay  being  harvested  and  see  falling  stars 
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on  any  cloud  tree  night.  Many  of  our  neighbors"  families  have  lived  and  farmed 
here  for  generations-since  before  the  Civil  War  and  1-81  wraci<ed  our  valley. 

We  are  for  sustainable  growth,  which  requires  careful  planning.  The  National  Park 
Service  has  identified  the  Shenandoah  Valley  as  an  area  of  major  importance  to 
the  nation  for  its  abundant  historical  resources.  Just  review  the  Battlefield 
Protection  Program's  list  of  nationally  Important  sites,  they  are  predominantly  In 
this  same  valley.  When  visitors  come  here,  they  need  to  see  open  space, 
interpretive  markers  melded  with  the  ancestral  homes  still  occupied  by  the 
decedents  of  some  of  those  who  fought  on  these  battlefields.  We  must  presence 
not  only  the  battlefields,  but  the  viewsheds  and  the  open  space  of  the  region  to 
maintain  the  feel  and  connection  to  the  history  and  the  events  which  occurred 
here.  We  have  stated  our  Intention  by  our  unanimous  endorsement  of  the 
Battlefield  legislation  and  are  actively  engaged  in  the  effort  to  secure  our  own 
future.  We  are  currently  Involved  to  secure  enhancement  to  the  region  with  Scenic 
byways  and  are  developing  a  rail  experience  on  the  current  railway  net,  both  of 
which  serve  to  provide  economic  development  to  Virginia  and  West  Virginia  with 
tourism,  increased  accessibility  and  the  preservation  of  a  national  treasure. 

Four-lane  roads  bring  trucks  and  through  traffic,  two-lane  roads  bring  tourists. 
New  highways  ultimately  spawn  and  initiate  forces  of  development  and  once 
unleashed  are  no  longer  able  to  be  directed  In  a  given  direction.  The  1991  ISTEA 
law,  with  its  citizen  planning  process,  acknowledges  the  impact  of  highways  on 
communities  and  attempts  a  more  sensitive  approach  to  match  highway  planning 
to  the  expressed  local  level  wishes,  those  most  affected.  The  process  thus  far  has 
been  In  my  estimation,  with  the  narrow  flexibility  of  entrenched  engineers  funded 
by  a  political  process  bent  on  mortgaging  the  future,  one  which  would  intimidate 
anyone.  Deferring  payment  Is  a  greedy  cowardly  way  out.  Unless  thoughtful  and 
courageous  leaders  from  our  Congress  &  Senate  decide  right  now  to  take  a  stand 
against  the  thoughtless  selfishness  of  getting  more  now  and  deferring  the 
payment  responsibility  to  the  next  generation  the  historical  record  will  reflect 
poorly  on  this  generation  of  leaders. 

Don't  destroy  our  effort  and  dreams,  or  your  own  history.  Let  us  choose. 
After  all,  we  are  the  people. 

Anthony  P.  Coogan 

Rt.  1,  Box  319 

Lebanon  Church,  VA  22641 
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May  17,  1993 


Mr.  Tony  Coogan 
Route  1,  Box  242 
Strasburg,  Virginia  22657 

Dear  Mr.  Coogan: 

Thank  you  for  contacting  me  regarding  your  opposition  to  the  proposed 
Corridor  H  road  project  which  would  link  Strasburg,  Virginia  with  Elkins,  West 
Virginia.  I  agree  that  our  Federal  highway  funds  for  highway  construction 
should  be  used  more  effectively  on  behalf  of  more  Virginians. 

The  Corridor  H  highway  project  does  not  meet  the  "critical  needs" 
standard  which  would  warrant  such  an  outiay  of  state  and  federal  funds.  Only 
14-miles  of  the  proposed  1 13-mile  highway  are  located  within  Virginia.  A 
majority  of  the  Federal  funds  proposed  for  the  Corridor  H  project  would  create  an 
economic  stimulus  for  the  communities  and  residents  of  West  Virginia,  rather  than 
Virginia. 

Scarce  Federal  funds  for  transportation  should  be  put  to  better  use  by 
improving  and  expanding  Virginia's  existing  highways,  as  well  as  new 
construction  in  the  most  congested  areas  of  Virginia.  Funds  should  be  prioritized 
for  the  State's  transportation  needs  which  are  integral  to  economic  growth  - 
Interstates  81,  95  and  66,  for  example.  Consideration  of  Corridor  H  is  another 
example  of  an  endless  and  expensive  study  which  has  consimied  tax  dollars  that 
otherwise  could  have  been  spent  for  actually  improving  the  ability  of  Virginians 
to  get  from  home  to  work. 

I  appreciate  knowing  your  views,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  and 
for  you  in  the  future. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  remain, 

Sincerejfy, 


7    ^ 

George  Allen 


0;;; 


cc:  Roy  Downey 
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LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  RESOLUTIONS 


AGAINST 

CORRIDOR  H 

RECEIVED  AS  OF  9:00  AM 

5/19/93 
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PROPOSED 
RESOLUTION  OPPOSING  CORRIDOR  H 

WHEREAS,  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation  is 
proposing  to  construct  a  controlled  access  dual-lane  highwayi  identified 
as  Corridor  H,  from  Elkins,  West  Virginia  to  connect  with  1-81  and/or 
1-66  in  Virginia;  and 

WHEREAS,  one  of  the  proposed  routes  being  considered  for 
construction  of  said  Corridor  H  highway  parallels  or  is  in  the  proximity 
of  Route  55  from  the  Virginia-West  Virginia  boundary,  east  of 
Wardensville,  West  Virginia,  through  Shenandoah  County  to  connect  with 
1-81  and/or  1-66  near  Strasburg,  Virginia;  and 

WHEREAS,  said  route  through  Shenandoah  County  would  likely  be 
disruptive  to  farms,  private  homes,  and  public-use  facilities  such  as 
churches,  community  centers,  lodges,  etc;  and 

WHEREAS,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  direct  economic  benefit 
accruing  to  the  citizens  of  Shenandoah  County  as  a  result  of  constructing 
said  Corridor  H  highway  to  connect  with  1-81  and/or  1-66  near  Strasburg, 
Virginia;  now  therefore 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  plans  to  construct  the  Corridor  H  highway 

through  Shenandoah  County,  heretofore  described,  are  opposed  by  the 

Shenandoah  County  Board  of  Supervisors. 

»  «  *  » 

Preceding  Resolution  approved  by  the  Shenandoah  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  regular  meeting  held  April  13,  1993. 

^hn  D.  Cutlip,  Clei 
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APPALACHIAN  CORRIDOR  H 

At  a  regular  meeting  of  the  Frederick  County  Planning  Commission,  held  on  the  5th  day  of 
May,  1993,  in  the  Board  Room  of  the  Frederick  County  Court  House  on  the  Loudoun  Street 
Mall  in  Winchester,  Virginia,  it  was  duly  moved  and  seconded  that  the  following  resolution 
be  adopted: 

WHEREAS,  A  proposal  has  been  adopted  by  the  state  of  West  Virginia  to  construct 
Appalachian  Corridor  H  through  Frederick  County;  and, 

WHEREAS,  It  is  uncertain  what  impacts  this  proposal  will  have  on  traffic,  existing  land  use, 
and  environmental  features  in  Frederick  County;  and, 

WTHEREAS,  It  is  uncertain  how  this  proposal  will  impact  the  funding  and  priority  of  existing 
and  future  road  improvements  within  Frederick  County, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  Frederick  County  Planning  Commission 
opposes  Appalachian  Corridor  H  if  constructing  the  highway  in  Virginia  means  funds 
earmarked  for  county  roads  will  have  to  be  diverted  for  the  project. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  if  the  Commonwealth  Transponation  Board  endorses 
a  build  option,  necessary,  impacted,  or  affected  improvements  to  Route  37  or  other  primary 
and  secondary  roads  in  Frederick  Coimty  and  Winchester  must  be  included  in  the  project. 


A  COPY  TESTE 


Robert  W.  Watkins,  Secretary 
Frederick  County  Planning  Director 
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A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE 
WARREN  COUKTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
IN  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED 
CORRIDOR  H  HIGHWAY 


WHEREAS  the  State  of  West  Virginia  hae  adopted  a  proposal  to 
construct  the  Corridor  H  highway  which  would  be  designed  to  connect 
Elklns,  West  Virginia  with  Interstate  66  and  Interstate  81  in 
Virginia,  and 

WHEREAS  this  proposal  is  now  before  the  Commonwealth 
Transportation  Board  for  initial  approval  of  the  Virginia  portion  of 
this  highway,  and 

WHEREAS  the  Warren  County  Board  of  Supervisors  is  not  convinced 
that  this  proposed  highway  would  serve  a  critical  transportation  need, 
and 

WHEREAS  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  has  millions  of  dollars  of 
well  documented  highway  deficiencies  where  both  state  and  federal 
highway  funds  could  be  better  used  than  for  the  Corridor  H  proposal. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Warren  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  officially  states  its  opposition  to  the  construction  of 
the  Corridor  H  highway  and  asks  the  Conunonwealth  Transportation  Board 
to  support  the  "no  build  option"  when  this  matter  comes  before  the 
Board  on  May  20,  1993. 


Adopted:  May  17,  1993 


rJL^^ 


Cl/^k,  Board  of  Supervisors   J 
County  of  Warren,  Virginia   " 
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RESOLUTION 

APPALACHIAN  CORRIDOR  H 

At  a  regular  meeting  of  the  Frederick  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  held  on  the  12th  day 
of  May,  1993,  in  the  Board  Room  of  the  Frederick  County  Court  House  on  the  Loudoun 
Street  Mall  in  Winchester,  Virginia,  it  was  duly  moved  and  seconded  that  the  following 
resolution  be  adopted: 

WHEREAS,  A  proposal  has  been  adopted  by  the  state  of  West  Virginia  to  construct 
Appalachian  Corridor  H  through  Frederick  County;  and, 

WHEREAS,  It  is  uncertain  what  impacts  this  proposal  will  have  on  traffic,  existing  land  use, 
and  environmental  features  in  Frederick  County;  and, 

WHEREAS,  It  is  uncertain  how  this  proposal  will  impact  the  funding  and  priority  of  existing 
and  future  road  improvements  within  Frederick  County, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  Frederick  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
opposes  Appalachian  Corridor  H  if  constructing  the  highway  in  Virginia  means  funds 
earmarked  for  county  roads  will  have  to  be  diverted  for  the  project. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  if  the  Commonwealth  Transponation  Board  endorses 
a  build  option,  necessary,  impacted,  or  affected  improvements  to  Route  37  or  other  primary 
and  secondary  roads  in  Frederick  County  and  Winchester  must  be  included  in  the  project. 


This  resolution  was  approved  by  the  following  recorded  vote: 


Richard  G.  Dick  Aye  Beverly  J.  Sherwood  Aye 

Chairman  Vice  Chairman 

Charles  W.  Orndoff,  Sr.  Aye  James  L.  Longerbeam         Aye 


W.  Harrington  Smith,  Jr.  Aye  Robert  M.  Sager  Aye 


A  COPY  TESTE 


Joha_R.  Rilev,  Jr.  / 


Frederick  County  Administrator 
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RES   0   L   U   T   I   0   N 


TOWN  OF  MIDDLETOWN 

P.  0.  BOX  96 

MIDDLETOWN,  VA    22645 

(703)  869-2226 


WHEREAS,   the  proposed  Corridor  H  Highway  linking  Elkins, 
West  Virginia  to  Interstate  81  in  the  Northwest  Virginia  area  is  now 
a  predominant  issue,  and 

WHEREAS,   The  Middletown  Town  Council  can  find  no  direct 
need  for  or  benefit  to  the  Town  of  Middletown  by  the  construction  of 
this  highway  ,  and 

WHEREAS,   the  funds  for  this  construction  could  be  used  for 
other  projects  in  our  area, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,   by  the  Mayor  and  Common 
Council  for  the  Town  of  Middletown,  Virginia,  that  official  record 
be  made  of  our  opposition  to  the  construction  of  Corridor  H  and  that 
copies  of  this  Resolution  be  sent  to  appropriate  officials. 
Adopted  this  13th  day  of  May,  1993. 


^y^        John  A.  Copeland 


Mayor 


At 


""Patricia  jT 


Town  Clerk 


,  ^/  /nUTYjJlAJ 


Glenny'  H.  Moats 
Member  of  Council 

7     fraji    Becker-Green  f'i  eld 


^ 


<(U^ 


0. 


R.  Joyo«  0*en 
MemberAof  Council 


David  S.  Clarke 
Member  of  Council 


(UnU). 


//  John  W.  Blaisdell 
''      Member  of  Council 


\ 
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—  Valley  — 
Conservation 
— Council — 


P.O.  Box  2335 

Staunton,  VA  24402 

(703)  886-3541 


EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
Charles  A  Bodie 

BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

CHAIRMAN 

Faye  C  Cooper 
Staunion 

VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Roberi  Whitescarver 
Augusta  County 

SECRETARY 
James  Fmley  Brown 
Rockttndge  County 

TREASURER 

J.  Alex  Sproul 

Augusta  County 

Jay  S.  Banks 
Wincfyester 

Rodney  A,  Bankson 
StienancJoah  County 

Christina  Bolgiano 
Rockingham  County 

Kennelh  H  Brasiield 
Augusta  County 

Robert  P  Brown.  Ill 


Charles  R,  Chlttum 
Augusta  County 

Mark  D  Hoilberg 
Staunton 

Donovan  Hower 
Highland  County 

John  D  Hutchinson.  V 
Augusta  County 

J.  Ross  Newell 
Staunton 

Richard  Shillel 
Augusta  County 

McKelden  Smith 
Staunton 

Steven  E  Talley 
Staunion 


RESOLUTION 
CORRIDOR  H  HIGHWay 

WHEKEAS,  The  West  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation  is 
proposing  to  construct  a  controlled  access  dual -lane  highway, 
identified  as  Corridor  H,  From  Elkins,  West  Virginia  to  connect  with  I- 
81  and/or  1-66  in  Virginia;  and 

WHH?ERS,  the  proposed  routes  being  considered  for  construction  of 
said  Corridor  H  highway  is  in  the  proximity  of  Route  55  from  the 
Virginia-West  Virginia  boundary  through  either  Frederick  County  to 
Route  50  or  through  Shenandoah  County  to  connect  with  1-81  and/ or  !-66 
near  Strasbtorg,  Virginia;  and 

WHEKETiS,  said  routes  would  be  disruptive  to  fanriE,  wetlands, 
sensitive  habitat  areas,  private  homes,  and  public-use  facilities  such 
as  churches,  corrmunity  centers,  lodges,  etc;  and 

WHE3RE3^S,  there  is  not  a  well-considered,  long-term  growth 
management  plan  for  either  county  as  a  result  of  constructing  said 
Corridor  H  highway  to  connect  with  1-81  and/or  1-66;  now  therefore 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  plans  to  construct  the  Corridor  H  highway 
through  either  Frederick  or  Shenandoah  Counties,  heretofore  described, 
are  opposed  by  the  Board  of  the  Valley  Conservation  Council. 


Preceding  Resolution  approved  by  the  Valley  Conservation  Council 
Board  of-Directors  in  regular  meeting  held  May  18,  1993. 


C.  6m--^ 


^Ar/P  /f/i 


Chairman 


'f 


'Date 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
CORRIDOR  H  ALTERNATIVES 

WITNESS 

BONNI      McKEOWN,      PRESmENT,      CORRIDOR      H      ALTERNATIVES, 
WARDENSVILLE,  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Price.  Why  don't  we  call  Ms.  McKeown  to  the  table  to  give 
her  brief  statement.  You  can  stay,  Mr.  Coogan,  and  then  we  will 
ask  both  of  you  questions. 

Ms.  McKeown.  I  have  an  addendum  to  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Price.  We  would  appreciate  your  keeping  your  statement  to 
five  minutes,  then  we  will  put  in  the  record  additional  materials. 

Ms.  McKeown.  Thank  you  very  much,  appreciate  that.  My  name 
is  Bonni  McKeown.  I  am  President  of  Corridor  H  Alternatives, 
which  is  an  organization  of  citizens,  nonprofit  organization,  who 
are  looking  for  ways  to  not  build  Corridor  H  and  ways  to  improve 
our  transportation  system  in  the  Potomac  Highlands  and  in  the 
Shenandoah  Valley.  I  will  speak  specifically  to  West  Virginia  since 
I  am  from  the  West  Virginia  side. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  today.  I 
am  here  to  ask  you  not  to  spend  a  billion  dollars.  Our  group  rep- 
resents the  views  of  at  least  half  of  the  nearly  7,000  West  Vir- 
ginians who  commented  during  last  year's  public  hearings  on  the 
proposed  113-mile  corridor  from  Strasburg,  Virginia,  to  Elkins, 
West  Virginia. 

Controversy  over  this  proposal  has  been  raging  for  30  years  and 
continues  to  rage  in  the  pages  of  The  Washington  Post  as  of  a  week 
ago.  My  written  testimony,  which  you  all  have  available  to  you, 
gives  all  the  reasons  we  oppose  Corridor  H. 

First,  we  do  not  need  a  four-lane  road  tearing  through  our  moun- 
tains. According  to  the  highway  department's  own  projections, 
there  won't  be  enough  traffic  in  the  next  20  years  to  justify  a  four- 
lane  highway.  Problems  of  safety  and  the  use  of  our  curvy  moun- 
tain roads  can  be  solved  with  less  costly,  less  damaging  alter- 
natives, but  the  public  involvement  process  under  ISTEA  has  not 
been  followed  with  this  highway,  so  these  other  alternatives 
haven't  had  a  chance  to  come  to  the  forefront. 

Secondly,  the  idea  that  Corridor  H  is  going  to  bring  a  lot  of  jobs 
to  a  very  rural  area  such  as  the  Potomac  Highlands  has  been  dis- 
puted by  experience  and  by  studies  over  the  past  30  years.  Improv- 
ing a  whole  network  of  existing  roads  using  Federal  matching 
funds  available  through  STP  and  other  programs  would  offer  better 
access  to  local  businesses,  residents  and  commuters  without  at- 
tracting new  traffic  and  new  problems. 

My  mother  always  said  a  big  change  just  gives  you  a  new  set  of 
problems  to  solve,  and  that  is  no  exception  with  Corridor  H  because 
we  don't  have  any  planning  and  zoning  in  our  area.  It  is  going  to 
bring  a  host  of  development  problems  since  the  main  beneficiary  is 
going  to  be  real  estate  development.  Also,  many  people  think  that 
matching  $800  million  in  Federal  money  with  $200  million  in  State 
money  is  kind  of  a  sacrifice  to  make  for  a  State  that  can't  keep  up 
its  existing  roads,  and  many  people  in  the  Potomac  Highlands  real- 
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ize  the  trade-off  between  too  convenient  access  and  the  destruction 
of  our  peace  and  quiet. 

Fourth,  we  would  really  like  to  let  you  know  that  the  citizens  of 
this  area  would  like  to  be  heard,  and  we  hope  that  you  won't  allow 
Corridor  H  and  other  large  projects  to  slip  through  without  scru- 
tiny. I  have  brought  with  me  as  an  addendum  to  my  testimony, 
which  is  going  to  be  passed  out  here,  a  group  of  letters  opposing 
Corridor  H  from  West  Virginia  businesses,  residents,  and  tourists. 

Some  of  the  comments  made  here  are  rather  colorful.  One  person 
says,  "I  don't  see  how  such  an  expenditure  can  be  economically  jus- 
tified. We  need  a  small  portion  of  that  money  spent  on  existing 
roads."  Another  person  says,  "new  roads  just  cost  money  and  don't 
benefit  local  farmers  who  are  bypassed  and  left  with  potholes  big 
enough  to  eat  a  Subaru  or  plant  a  shrub  in."  And  still  a  third  busi- 
nesswoman who  is  a  fourth  generation  businesswoman  in 
Wardensville  compares  the  impact  of  not  dealing  with  development 
resulting  to  the  road  to  building  a  new  bathroom  in  your  house 
without  building  a  sewer  system. 

It  looks  nice,  but  in  the  long  run  it  is  going  to  smell  pretty  bad. 
We  would  like  to — since  it  is  not  3:00  yet,  we  had  a  person  here 
that  was  going  to  present,  and  he  may  still  be  here,  Sam  Cravotta, 
to  present  one  alternative  for  you.  We  don't  endorse  any  candidate, 
party  or  alternative  at  this  point.  We  wanted  him  to  have  a  chance 
to  present  something  so  that  you  could  see  an  example  of  some  of 
the  thinking  that  is  going  on  out  in  West  Virginia  on  this. 

If  he  does  get  here,  I  hope  that  you  will  allow  me  to  relinquish 
a  couple  minutes  of  my  time  to  him.  Otherwise  if  there  is  any  ques- 
tions, I  will  be  happy  to  answer  them  now. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Bonni  McKeown  follows:] 
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statement  of  Bonni  McKeown.  PrPsident.  Corridor  H 
Alternatives.  Box  463.  WardPnsvi  He  WV  26RS1 

Before  the  Transportation  Subcommittee, 

House  Appropriations  Committee        April  25,  1994 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
for  this  opportunity  to  speak  today.  I  am  Bonni  McKeovm, 
president  of  the  West  Virginia  citizens  group  Corridor  H 
Alternatives,  and  I  eun  here  to  ask  you  NOT  to  spend  a 
billion  dollars.   Our  group  represents   the  views  of  roughly 
half  the  nearly  7,000  West  Virginians  who  commented  during 
last  year's  public  hearings  on  the  proposed  113  mile 
Corridor  H  highway.  (See  Baker  Two-Step,  Appendix  A)   The 
controversy  over  this  Appalachian  development  highway  has 
raged  since  it  was  proposed  30  years   ago,  and  rages  on  in 
last  Sunday's  Washington  Post.  (Appendix  B) 

First,  we  do  not  need  Corridor  H.  Our  existing  winding 
mountain  roads  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Corridor  H 
(between  Strasburg,  Va.  and  Elkins  WV)  do  need  improvements. 
But  the  20  year  area  traffic  projections  in  the  supplemental 
draft  EIS  (see  our  Appendix  C)  fall  far  short  of  the  volume 
that  would  justify  building  a  new  four-lane,  according  to 
calculations  from  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual.   Further,  the 
corridor  passes  within  35  miles  of  a  parallel  east-west 
Interstate,  1-68  through  Cumberland,  MD. 

The  sole  purpose  for  this  highway,  then,  is  economic 
development  for  West  Virginia.   Back  in  the  1960s  planners 
believed  that  if  you  bring  long-ramge  truck  traffic  through 
the  mountains,  jobs  would  magically  follow.  But  now  we  have 
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2. 

the  benefit  of  30  years  of  experience  and  study.  Studies  by 
Terence  Rephann  at  West  Virginia  University's  Regional 
Research  Institute  (Appendix  D)  found  that  the  corridors  may 
cause  suburban  areas  to  expand,  but  they  do  little  for  rural 
areas  such  as  our  Potomac  Highlands,  other  than  bleed  the 
small  town  main  streets  and  replace  them  with  chain 
convenience  stores  at  the  interchauiges .  National 
Transportation  Research  Board  Report  #342  on  tramsportation 
and  economic  development,  by  David  Lewis  in  1991,   rated  new 
highway  construction  in  rural  areas  as  a  poor  investment 
with  a  low  rate  of  economic  return.   Further,  the  likelihood 
of  attracting  new  manufacturing  industry  is  much  less  in 
today's  economy  than  it  was  in  1965.  Real  estate 
development,  which  creates  a  tax  burden  to  pay  for  increased 
street,  fire  and  police  services,  would  mainly  benefit. 

Some  Appalachian  corridors  have  been  useful.  Corridor  G, 
for  example,  enables  commuters  in  the  rather  densely 
populated  but  mountainous  Logan  County  to  find  jobs  in 
Charleston.    Corridor  H,  however,  connects  no  major  cities. 
Elkins  and  Moorefield,  the  two  largest  towns,  are  under 
10,000  population.  (SDEIS,  1990  census). 

Instead,  Corridor  H  would  tear  through  a  very  wild  and 
wonderful  section  of  West  Virginia —  two  national  forests, 
several  rural  communities,  rich  farmland,  rock  outcroppings 
and  caves,  native  trout  streams,  pioneer  and  Native  American 
settlements.  Civil  War  battle  sites,  and  endangered  species 
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habitat.  Scenic  America  named  Corridor  H  to  its  1993  list  of 
"Ten  Most  Endangered  Scenic  Highways."  (Appendix  E) 

Ironically,  these  natural  and  historic  wonders,  plus 
the  nostalgic  small  town  Main  Streets,  are  drawing  visitors 
to  West  Virginia.  "Peace  and  quiet,  abundcint  outdoor 
recreation,  scenic  beauty  and  low  crime  rate"  are  listed  as 
economic  assets  in  1992-93  regional  Economic  Development 
Council  plans  for   Potomac  Highlands  Regions  7  and  8.  An 
article  in  the  business  monthly.   The  State  Journal, 
expressed  concern  about  the  preservation  of  these  natural 
assets.  (Appendix  F. )  Although  the  highway  designers  are 
trying  to  steer  around  some  known  environmental  and 
historical  sites,  the  SDEIS  fails  to  address  the  long-term 
impact  of  subjecting  an  unzoned,  unplanned  forest  and  farm 
area  to  real  estate  development  stimulated  by  Corridor  H. 

Not  only  because  of  today's  tougher  environmental  rules, 
but  because  of  the  sheer  cost  of  slicing  through  3,000  and 
4,000  foot  mountains.  Corridor  H  would  cost  $10  million  per 
mile  to  build.   For  a  lot  less,  we  could  use  federal  STP  and 
other  funds  to  make  key  safety  and  service  improvements  to  a 
whole  network  of  existing  West  Virginia  roads.  This  would 
greatly  improve  life  for  residents,  local  industries,  and 
tourists  alike.   Instead  of  funneling  tourists  down  one 
main  superhighway,  a  variety  of  towns  would  obtain  better 
access  to  the  visitors.  Many  small  business  leaders  oppose 
Corridor  H  and  endorse  the  improving  of  existing  roads. 
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Small  businesses  create  over  90%  of  the  private  sector  jobs 
in  West  Virginia,  according  to  the  State  Journal. 

Citizen  opposition  to  a  four-lane  Corridor  H  was 
intense  during  last  year's  corridor  selection  hearings,  and 
also  to  a  nickel  a  gallon  raise  in  the  gas  tax  patched  by 
the  state  legislature  to  match  federal  funds  for  new 
construction.   Interstates  and  Appalachian  corridors  get 
first  priority  on  snow  removal  and  other  maintenance. 
People  recognize  that  the  state  Highway  Division,  despite 
gallant  efforts,  had  trouble  keeping  our  existing  roads 
clear  this  winter.   Corridor  H  would  drain  money  from  the 
everyday  local  roads  used  for  work,  school,  emergencies, 
visiting  and  shopping.   "Just  fix  the  roads  we  have! "is 
heard  over  and  over  again.  (Appendix  G:  Hampshire  Review 
street  interviews) 

ISTEA  emphasizes  the  maintenance  of  existing 
infrastructure,  but  West  Virginia's  Highway  Commissioner  has 
said  his  policy  is  to  go  after  federal  funds  at  the  expense 
of  maintenance.   (Charleston  Gazette  article  during  gas  tax 
battle,  Feb.  23  1993,  Appendix  H)  This  is  like  financing  a 
new  Cadillac  when  all  you  need  is  a  replacement  part  for 
your  Chevy.   This  is  the  way  to  budget  deficts  and  unsafe 
bridges.  We  urge  you  as  appropriations  members  not  to  add  to 
this  temptation,  but  to  encourage  sensible  road  maintenance 
and  carefully  scrutinize  the  need  for  big  new  projects. 

ISTEA  also  emphasizes  citizen  and  local  government  input 
into  transportation  planning.   We  have  seen  very  little  of 
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this  on  Corridor  H — or  in  West  Virginia  at  all.   In  fact, 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  recently  delayed 
approving  our  state's  quarterly  STIP  because  of  the  lack  of 
progress  toward  statewide  transport  planning.  (Appendix  I) 
Public  hearings  on  a  project  already  proposed  and  laid  out 
are  not  the  same  thing  as  true  transportation  planning, 
where  citizens  are  asked  to  define  problems  and  solutions. 

We  call  upon  our  Transportation  Department,  and  the  DOTs 
of  other  states  to  listen  increasingly  to  citizens.  Local 
people  are  more  familiar  with  traffic  patterns  in  their 
communities  than  anyone  else.  In  our  case,  citizens  can 
offer  many  good  ideas  for  solving  the  transport  problems 
posed  by  our  mountains--without  destroying   their  beauty. 
Corridor  H  Alternatives  is  committed  to  having  all  the 
alternatives  to  this  project  presented.   We  are  not  at  this 
time  endorsing  any  one  alternative  plan.   Corridor  H 
Alternatives  also  does  not  endorse  any  one  candidate  or  any 
political  party,  but  encourages  all  political  leaders  to 
help  come  up  with  a  win-win  solution  . 

We  wish  to  yield  some  time  today  in  order  that  an  example 
of  one  such  alternative  can  be  presented  to  you.   The 
presenter  is  Sam  Cravotta,  a  West  Virginia  candidate  for 
Congress,  who  is  an  architect  with  transportation  planning 
expertise.   Here  is  Mr.  Cravotta. 
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Appendix      A 


Published  by  ihe  West  Virginia  Highlands  Conservancy 


sjol-'T-U      Mo-(«      Au<3uft     1«113 


Q'fie  ^^cFiacC  CJ^aker  qJ\vo  Qic^ 


How  you  ended  up 
supporting  corridor  H 

by  on  unsung  hero  of  the  Corridor  H 
Alternatives  citizen  group 

Aflcr  Uic  Febmao'  20,  1993  deadline  for 
labiiloLJon  of  Uic  Corridor  H  Lciicrs  of 
Comment,  the  public  was  notified  thiougb  WV 
DOH  Umt  75Vo  of  the  responses  favoicd  Ihc 
building  of  the  road  wlule  oaly  25%  opposed  it. 
Virginia  ofTtcials,  on  the  other  hand,  found  that 
their  Letters  of  Comment  ran  87%  'No  Build" 
This  seemed  puzzling  to  those  of  us  who  knew 
that  local  opposition  to  Corridor  H  ran  very 
si'"ng  in  West  Virginia  as  well. 

The  Leltci  s  of  Comment  weic  evaluated 
for  ihcij  conienl  by  Michael  Baker  Jr.  Inc..  the 
consulting  engineers  who  stand  to  receive 
additional  conliacls  for  I'.e  future  design  work 
as  Ihe  Corridor  H  study  continues  Overlooking 
Uie  need  for  an  unbiased  cvalualor  of  tliese 
comments  seems  to  us  a  serious  breech  of 
public  trust.  Tliis  opinion  was  conJirtncd  when 
we  visited  Baker's  Pittsburgli  oflTiccs  on  April 
24  to  review  these  files. 

Baker  filed  each  comment  in  only  one 
category.  They  selected  which  category  lo  file  it 
in  when  the  letter  said  several  things.  Swne 
expressed  a  strong  sentiment  against  the  road,  a 
resignation  that  money  would  be  wasted  on  it 
regardless  and  a  recommendation  that  it  take 
the  least  damaging  route  "if  it  must  be  built.* 
These  were  routinely  considered  as  support  for 
that  route  and  therefore  support  tot  Corridor  H. 
Others  stated  >  preference  to  avoid  certain 
areas  'if  it  must  be  built*.  Baker  filed  these  as 
opposition  to  that  route  or  as  support  for  the 
opposite  route,  but  alwa)-s  as  suf^xirt  for 
Corridor  H  cither  way. 

Many  clearly  slated  a  preference  for  'No 
Build'  but  gave  a  particular  scheme  as  second 
choice,  baker  counted  these  as  support  for  that 
fO'"f  and  therefore  as  part  of  the  75%  in  favor 
I  Iding  the  road.  When  1 173  identical  fonn 
letters  supporting  scheme  A  arrived  id* 


package  TWO  MONTHS  aflcr  Ihc  comment 
period  closed  Baker  also  counted  those  into  the 
75%  favoring  the  road  When  a  petition  of 
hundreds  of  signatures  opposed  to  Scheme  E 
was  filed.  Baker  counted  those  into  the  75% 
favoring  tlie  building  of  Corridor  H  as  welll 
Even  77  people  who  wrote  or  called  for  more 
information  or  an  extension  of  the  comment 
deadline  were  counted  as  being  in  favor  of 
Corridor  HI  In  fact,  if  one  mentioned  AhrV- 
THING  ELSE  at  alt  m  a  letter  other  than  'No 
Build",  tiiey  were  considered  to  support  iJic 
road  Using  guidelines  like  these  it  was  easy  fa 
WVDOH  to  come  up  willi  the  infialcd  support 
figures  for  Corridor  H  in  West  Virgirua 

In  our  short  lime  at  tlie  Baker  Offices, 
we  were  able  to  find  several  hundred  exajnples 
of  missing,  mis-categorized  or  uncalegorized 
comments  wliich  would  NOT  have  supported 
tlie  contuiued  waste  of  our  Federal  and  State 
tax  dollars  on  Corridor  H.  Most  did  support 
the  idea  of  region-wide  improvement  of  the 
primary  road  systeia 

Tabulated  Results 

Position  Number      Counted  as 

Opposed  (No  Build)       1856  No  Build 


Opposed  lo  A 
Opposed  to  E 
Piefer  North 

229 
790 
1533 

Build 
Build 
Build 

Prefer  Soulh 

317 

Build 

in  2  month  late 

form  letters 

1173 

Build 

Prefer  A 

95 

Build 

Prefer  D 

36 

Build 

Prefer  E 

333 

Build 

Prefer  KP  (nil 
on  2  fonn  letters) 
Prefer  Build  28 

260 
28 

Build 
Build 

Request  more  info 

or  conunent  extension    77 

Build 

Total  Comments 
■No  Build-  -  27% 
■Build-      ■=  73% 

6727 

(using  Baker/WVDOH 
method) 

Letters  of  Comment  filed  bylho^fficial 
deadline  would  be  LESS  than  50%.  We  have 
asked  Senator  B)7d  and  Transportation 
Secretary  Charles  Miller  to  have  the  Corrmicnls 
re-examined  by  an  unbiased  party  To  date  no 
action  has  been  taken  and  no  retraction  has 
been  made, 

Please  study  the  letters  in  this  package 
(which  i  have  reduced  here  lo  selected 
comments  -  editor)    They  give  a  good  overview 
of  the  kind  of  "support"  Corridor  H  has  In  the 
nexl  phase  of  public  corruncnl  we  all  should 
work  toward  the  same  goal  of  defeating  the 
current  Corridor  H  concepi  aliogelhcr  mid 
improving  the  network  of  pnmar)-  roads  in  Oic 
region  in  order  lo  filter  Uic  traffic  through 
numerous  routes  and  not  try  lo  force  i'  all 
through  ANY  ONE  route.  No  one  place  should 
be  sacrificed  for  anotha.  Corridor  H  is  no  more 
welcome  in  Uie  north  Uion  it  is  in  Uic  souUi. 
Considering  ALL  the  issues,  it  is  quite  simply  a 
bad  idea  WHEREVER  you  pui  it  If  you  iruly 
oppose  the  road,  say  so. 

Silence  is  consent  If  we  doni  tell  the 
powers-thai-bc  what  we  really  UiinJt,  then  we 
give  Lhem  &ee  reign  lo  do  what  they  want. 
Silence  gives  them  die  opporturuty  lo  arrange 
for  their  own  profits  and  damaging  shortcuts  al 
OLTR  expense.  Letters  are  an  important  part  of 
the  public  process  and  empower  us  as  individu- 
als, they  illustrate  awareness  and  concern  and 
thai  we  do  not  consent  to  bad  ideas,  whatever 
the  issue. 

In  this  packet  you  will  sec  letters  that  axe 
evidence  of  gross  misintcrprctaUon  of  llieir 
intent.  There  is  a  lesson  lo  be  learned  here. 
Remember  these  when  you  uriie  concerning 
Corridor  H  in  the  future. 


HercfoltoMS  selected  comments  froni  o 
dozen  different  'Leners  of  Comment''  and  liit 
pigeonhole  Michael  Baker  Jr.  Inc.  put  them  in. 
seepage  7 for  the  letters—-— '^■^^ 


AAer  studying  the  Baker  files.  Corridor 
H  AJtcmativcs  estimates  that  the  actual  level  of 
support  for  Corridor  H  lo  be  found  in  the 
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^QcFiacC  CgoRer  cfwo  gtep 

(continued  from  page  1)  - 
Your  letters.... 

1  am  wriling  Uiis  letter  to  express  my 
opposition  to  the  conslruclion  of  Corridor  H.'  - 
counted  as  Opposed  to  scheme  A  and  in  favor 
of  building  Corridor  H 

Tor  these  reasons  I  would  prefer  it  if 
Corridor  H  is  not  built.'  -  counted  as  pro  north 
and  pro  Corridor  H. 

"We  the  average  landowners  urge  you  to 
help  put  a  stop  to  corridor  H..Let  the  taxpayers 
vote  if  they  want  a  road  built  of  not.'  -  consid- 
ered as  pro  north  and  pro  Corridor  H. 

Tirst  of  all.  I  prefer  no  new  highway  be 
built.  But  if  this  development  must  occur,  I 
strongly  prefer  the  northern  route,'  -  counted  as 
oppiosed  to  Scheme  A  and  pro  Corridor  H. 

TIease  sell  Scheme  E  to  another  tiiker!  In 
fact,  send  Corridor  H  \\\\1\  it!"  -  counted  as 
Opposed  to  E  and  you  guessed  it  pro  Corridor 

H. 

The  West  Virginia  Chapter  of  AFS 
believes  that  only  way  to  avoid  impacts  to  these 
resources  is  to  not  build  a  four  lane  facility. 
However,  we  realize  that  a  No  Build  altema- 
Ijvc,  while  our  first  preference,  has  little  chance 
of  being  selected.'  -  filed  as  pro  north  and  pro 
Corridor  H. 

T  am  writing  in  regard  to  Corridor  H.  I 
would  like  to  see  it  abandoned  completely.'  - 
pro  north  and  Corridor  H 

1  am  dead  set  against  Corridor  H, 
Scheme  E.  Northern  Routcl  I  want  my  tax 
dollars  to  go  for  my  local  roads  in  Hampshire 


County.'  This  was  the  entire  letter  and  you 
guessed  right  again  -  it  was  counted  as  for 
Scheme  A  and  for  Corridor  H. 

1  would  like  to  voice  my  opposition  to 
Corridor  H...I  am  against  Corridor  H.'  -  pro 
north  and  Corridor  H. 

The  packet  distributed  by  Alternatives 
to  Corridor  H  had  many  more  cjumiples  of  this 
chicanery,  but  perhaps  the  above  is  enough  for 
the  tnie  believers.  I  wonder  how  my  "Letter  of 
Comment'  was  filed.  AJlemalives  to  Corridor  H 
has  four  regional  offices  now  - 

CHA  Eastern  VA' 

PO  Box  463  ; 

Wardensville,WV  26851 
874-3887  .  .         ' 

CHA  Central  VA' 
PO  Box  11 
Kerens.  WV  26276 

636^522 

CHA  Northern  \W 

PO  Box  173 

New  Creek,  VA' 26743 

788-5579 

CHA  Virginia 

Rtl.Box319 

Ubanon  Church.  VA.  22641 

703-465-5664 

rnrridor  H  Alternatives  has 

started  producing  a  quarterly  newsletter. 

For  15  bucks  you  can  become  a  member 

and  receive  it  as  well  as  the  satisfaction 

helping  these  folks  stop  this  boondoggle. 

Corridor  H  topo  maps,  Video  are  also 

available. 
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The  Tashinctok  Post 
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W.Va.  Area  Split  Over  Proposed  Highway 


BlGJIWAY.FmBl 


ginia  that  the  proposed  highway 
would  cross.  Travel  on  existing 
roads  there  is  so  light  now.  he  sajd, 
that  a  new  highway  is  not  justified. 

1  think  the  road  is  dead,"  he  said. 

This  summer.  West  Virginia  offi- 
cials will  ask  the  Vu-ginia  transporta- 
tion board  to  allow  them  to  begin  de- 
sign work  so  construcbon  could  start 
next  year.  Although  board  members 
were  neutral  on  the  project  under 
former  Democratic  governor  L. 
Douglas  Wilder.  Wolf  and  Virginia 
Gov.  George  Allen  are  urging  them 
to  say  no.  The  Republican  Allen  re- 
cently advised  {^ponents  to  lobby 
the  board  "if  you  want  to  make  sure 
this  rattlesnake  stays  dead." 

But  even  if  transportation  officials 
in  both  states  and  the  Federal  High- 
way Administration  agree  to  go  for- 
ward. Congress  still  would  have  to 
appropriate  the  money. 

Nevertheless,  West  Virginia  offi- 
cials believe  they  will  prevail.  Pro- 
ject engineer  Randy  Epperley  Jr. 
said  thai  West  Virginia  could  end  Uie 
highway  at  the  Virginia  border. 
There,  drivers  could  pick  up  two- 
lane  Route  55  to  1-81.  But  that 
would  increase  through  traffic — and 
tension — m  Virginia. 

This  is  our  home,  not  West  Vir- 
ginia's welcome  mat,"  said  Tony 
Coogan,  of  Lebanon  Church.  Va., 
just  off  Route  55. 

The  idea  of  an  east-west  highway 
through  the  West  Virginia  moun- 
tains was  part  of  the  1%5  Appala- 
chian Development  Highway  Sys- 
tem, a  network  of  roads  financed  by 
Congress  to  stimulate  economic 
growth  in  the  poorest  areas  of  13 
states  stretching  from  Mississippi  to 
New  York. 

In  pan  because  buikling  through 
3.(X)0-foot-high  mounlams  u  so  ex- 
pensive—the  proposed  highway 
would  cost  about  $10  milhon  a  mile, 
about  10  times  the  usual  construc- 
tion cost— the  West  Virginia  project 
languished  until  Byrd  became  appro- 
priations chairman  in  1989  and  fed- 
eral money  began  to  flow  into  the 
Mate. 

Byrd  and  others  contend  the  need 
for  the  road  is  as  urgent  today  as  it 
was  in  the  1960s.  West  Virginia  has 
the  nation's  highest  unemployment 
rate,  and  a  new  road  could  increase 
development  and  help  stem  the  mi- 
gration of  young  pe<^le  who  ^ve 
the  state  for  jobs  elsewhere. 

PhyUis  M.  Cole,  of  Petersburg.  W. 
Va..  a  leader  m  a  group  supporting 
the  highway,  said  it  will  be  difficult 
for  her  two  daughters  to  stay  in 
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West  Virginia  because  of  the  lack  of 
well-paying  jobs. 

Tm  perfectly  willing  to  leave  this 
area  as  it  is."  said  Cole,  vice  presi- 
dent of  a  lumber  company,  "^ut  is 
the  federal  government  going  to 
send  us  a  check  to  subsidi2e  us  for 
our  high  unemployment'" 

Opponents,  citing  high  unemploy- 
ment rates  in  counties  where  other 
Appalachian  development  highways 
were  built,  say  there  is  no  guarantee 
that  a  highv^'ay  would  stir  growth  in 
the  seven  counties  that  would  be  in- 
volved. 

"Jobs  don't  come  to  counties  with 
big  roads.  They  come  to  metropoli- 
tan areas  that  have  big  roads  feeding 
into  them,"  said  Hugh  Rogers,  of 
Elkins. 

James  L.  Schoonover,  a  banker 
from  Montrose,  W.  Va.,  counters.  "A 
new  four-lane  highway  will  not  en- 
sure economic  growUi.  But  I  will 
guarantee  you  there  will  never  be 
economic  growth  if  we  don't  have  a 
proper  transportation  network." 

The  highway's  critics  say  that  in 
most  cases,  those  pushing  the  road 
would  benefit  personally  from  it.  Ac- 
cording to  them,  supporters  are 
dominated  by  real  estate  agents,  in- 
surance salesmen,  bankers  and  rep- 
resentatives of  the  region's  leading 
industries,  including  tourism,  coal, 
himber,  limestone,  gravel  and  the 
expanding  poultry -processing  indus- 
try. 

Many  highway  advocates  do  fit 
those  descriptions,  but  they  insist 
that  theu'  gain  would  also  be  the 
state's.  T  wouW  hope  nwst  people 
would  benefit  financially  from  this 
hi^way."  said  banker  Richard  W. 
Homan,  of  Franklin.  W.  Va. 

Meanwhile,  small-business  own- 
ers akmg  the  area's  existing  main 
roads  are  concerned  that  a  new 
highway  would  siphon  customers. 

"The  road  will  bypass  a  tot  of 
small  towns  and  cut  them  off  from 
the  economic  development  the  sup- 
porters are  touting,"  said  Betsy  Om- 
doff-Sayers,  owner  of  the  White  Star 
restaurant  in  Wardensville.  W.Va.,  a 
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Bonnl*  McKeown,  h«»d  of  a  (roup  opposing  the  proposed  tour-lano  highway. 
fears  tha  araa's  rustic  atmosphera  would  ba  daatroyad. 


popular  spot  for  Washington  area 
weekend  travelers. 

She  and  others  suggest  improvuig 
existing  two^tane  roads,  which  would 
cost  half  as  much  as  the  proposed 
highway.  Those  current  roads,  with 
their  steep  hills,  sharp  curves  and 
narrow  lines,  account  for  an  accident 
rate  higher  than  in  other  parts  of 
West  Virginia,  even  in  areas  with 
four-lane  highways. 

Supporters  expect  a  divided,  mul- 
tilane  highway  to  reduce  accidents. 
They  accuse  opponents  of  selfishly 
trying  to  bkxk  progress  so  they  can 
have  their  mountain  retreats  and 
keep  others  out.  With  natives  and 
kxigtime  residents,  such  criticism  is 
laced  with  resentment  of  those  who 
have  moved  here  recently  from  out- 
side the  state. 

John  W.  Hartmann,  of  Takoma 


Park,  is  one  of  those  newcomers.  He 
said  he  bought  a  second  home  near 
Baker,  W.  Va..  lor  peace  and  quiet. 
The  last  thing  I  want  to  see  is  a  giant 
highway  bringmg  the  maddening 
crowd  to  me.  The  region  is  beautiful 
because  it  is  remote." 

Those  fighting  the  road  acknowl- 
edge that  Byrd  is  a  formidable  foe. 
They  say  the  project  is  pure  pork 
barrel,  which  angers  the  other  side. 

Think  about  how  much  the  Met- 
ro system  cost."  Cole  said,  referruig 
to  the  $9  billion  in  federal  money 
spent  on  the  Washington  area  sub- 
way system. 

Said  McKeown:  "I  was  at  Nap 
leon's  tomb  and  it  listed  all  his  pork 
barrel  That's  Byrd  all  the  way— he 
thinks  he's  a  benevolent  king.  I  \ov. 
him  to  death,  bu'  he's  just  wrong  un 
this." 
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TABLE  1-3 
EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  AND  LOS 
UNDER  TUE  NO-BUILD  ALTERNATIVE 

Appendix     C 


MILES 

ROADWAY 
LINK 

1990 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
TRAFFIC 
VOLUMES 

1990 

LEVEL 

OF 

SERVICE 

(LOS) 

2010 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
TRAFFIC 
VOLUMES 

2010 

LEVEL 

OF 

SERVICE 

(LOS) 

ELKim  TO 
mNCUESTER 

u 

Elkins/Montfose 

3.200 

C 

6,600 

E 

10 

Montrose/P  arsons 

2.500 

c 

4,600 

D 

n 

Parsons/Thomas 

2.700 

E 

5,000 

E 

2- 

Thomas/Davis 

4,000 

E 

7,000 

E 

%o 

Davis/Scherr 

1.600 

C 

2,600 

D 

Sch8j;r/RJdgeville 

1.700 

D 

3,400 

E 

Rjdgevillfe<^omney 

3.300 

D 

6.800 

E 

Rormiey/Capoi>«Siidge 

5,100 

E 

7.400 

F 

Capon  Bridge/Statebkie 

4.900 

E 

7,200 

F 

State  LineAVincliester     ^\ 

8.800 

A 

10.000 

A 

ELKINS  TO 
STRASUURG 

'    ■     -,'■■-",  ■'y^i,:--;"'-iV,;   '■.-■'                  '    ."■ 

ilWis/Canfield 

5,800 

D 

13,700 

F 

CatifielbiC^lpena 

3,000 

A 

4,100 

A 

Alpena/HamNfi 

1,900 

D 

3,900 

E 

Harman/Seneca  Kfticks 

1,500 

D 

2,900 

E 

Seneca  Rocks/Pelersbiha 

5.800 

E 

9,500 

E 

Petersburg/Moorefield        N, 

3,700 

D 

6,100 

E 

30 

MoorefieldAVardensville 

1,900 

D 

2.700 

E 

%3 

Wardensville/Strasburg 

1,800 

C 

2.800 

D 

Soura:  TrvapoftAtioa  Ncedi  Study. 

I j        Scherr/Mooref ield 


J^8 


Hi|Uii>fa  tUgioi*.  WVDOT  1991. 


Supplemental   Draft   ElS--Corr.    H 
t^ov.    1992 
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Will  Corridor  H  Help  our  Economy? 


byTerance  Rephann,  Morganlown,  WV 

New  highways  are  often  touted  as  a  vi- 
able development  strategy  for  rural  com- 
munities experiencing  economic  distress. 
This  idea  has  been  around  for  ages  and  has 
been  institutionalized  in  several  fetleral 
regional  development  programs,  most 
prominently  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  (ARC),  which  was  created  to 
improve  socioeconomic  conditions  in  tlie 
Appalachian  mountains.  Corridor  H,  which 
is  being  planned  to  run  eastward  from  1-79, 
through  the  Cacapon  River  basin  to  1-81  in 
Virginia,  is  one  of  tlie  links  remaining  to  be 
completed  as  part  of  tlie  ARC's  Ap- 
palachian Development  Highway  System. 

To  understand  the  ARC'S  decision  to  in- 
vest in  rural  highways,  let  us  return  to  the 
atmosphere  of  the  mid  1 960s.  The  ARC  was 
created  in  1965  during  an  era  of  national 
economic  prosperity  in  which  the  Ap- 
palachian region  was  lagging.  Although  the 
federal  government  was  becoming  increas- 
ingly involved  in  programs  to  combat 
urban  and  rural  poverty,  there  were  few 


Ptiblislied  by  Pine  Cabin  Hint  Ecological  Lalntnloty 


models  to  draw  on.  The  decision  to  invest 
heavily  in  rural  highways  was  influenced 
by  several  factors:  (1)  the  perceived  success 
of  the  Interstate  Highway  System,  which 
was  created  in  1956,  in  stimulating  rural 
economic  development;  (2)  the  perception 
that  Appalachia  was  underserved  by  inter- 
regional 
highway 
systems;  and 
(3)  the  politi- 
cal necessity 
that  expendi- 
tures be 
spent  on 
'tangible' 

and  'tried  and  true' 
regional  development 
projects.  This  thinking  was 
embetlded  in  the  following 
recommendations  made  by  the 
President's  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  in  1964: 

"Development  activity  in 
Appalachia  cannot  proceed  until  the 
regional  isolation  has  been  over- 

(o»nTitiu6S  OH  fzev&zse  npe] 
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new  highways  stimulate  a  certain  amount 
of  spatial  polarization.  Since  present  ur- 
banization is  a  key  factor  conditioning  fu- 
ture growth  potential,  urban  hubs  such  as 
Buckhannon  and  Elkins  will  be  well  posi- 
tioned to  take  advantage  of  new  economic 
development  opportunities.  Some  of  this 
new  growth,  however,  will  merely  siphon 
off  economic  aclivit)'  from  less  competitive 
towns  along  the  highway's  route  (e.g..  Par- 
sons, WV). 

And  third,  the  zone  along  corridor  H  is 
likely  to  experience  net  negative  economic 
impacts  as  a  result  of  the  new  highway  be- 
cause of  its  inferior  competitive  situation 
conpared  to  neighboring  cities.  Many  firms 
will  find  it  even  more  advantageous  to  lo- 
cate in  places  like  Clarksburg,  WV  and  Har- 
risonburg, VA. 


In  sum,  corridor  H  will  not  be  what  it  is 
promoted  to  be.  It  cannot  be  argued  that 
phenomenal  economic  development  will 
follow  llie  new  corridor.  More  likely,  the 
region  will  experience  no  or  slightly  nega- 
tive econoniic  impacts.  There  will  be  many 
economic  losers  in  the  transition,  and  the 
losers  will  likely  exceed  the  winners  when 
the  smoke  clears.  The  great  irony  is  that 
many  of  the  major  beneficiaries  will  be  lo- 
cated outside  the  corridor  itself. 

ASSiSTAWT  Ptay&yyog. 
Terry  Rqiluinn  isariBM^MBBtMHnl  the 
Regioiinl  Research  Institute,  West  Virginia 
University.  His  dissertation  focuses  on  the 
economic  costs  and  benefits  of  building  inter- 
state highways  through  rural  areas. 
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come,  lis  cities  and  ils  towns,  its  areas  of 
natural  wealth  and  its  areas  of  recreational 
and  industrial  potential  must  be  penetrated 
by  a  transportation  network  which 
provides  access  to  and  from  the  rest  of  the 
nation  and  within  tiie  region  itself.. .The 
remoteness  and  isolation  of  the  region, 
lying  directly  adjacent  to  the  greatest  con- 
centrations of  people  and  wealth  in  tlie 
countr)'.  Is  the  very  basis  of  the  Ap- 
palachian lag.  Its  penetration  by  an  ade- 
quate transportation  network  is  the  first 
requisite  of  ils  full  participation  in  in- 
dustrial America." 

Now,  rwenty-eight  years  after  Uiis  decla- 
ration, little  research  substantiates  such 
claims.  However,  the  ARC  has  shown  little 
inclination  to  acknowledge  the  discrepancy 
between  Uie  program's  goals  and  its 
achievements.  For  instance,  a  1982  issue  of 
Afiinihicliiii,  the  public  relations  magazine  of 
the  ARC,  plays  up  the  alleged  achieve- 
ments of  the  program: 

"With  the  planned  Appalachian  high- 
way sy.'item  now  just  over  half  completed, 
there  can  be  little  doubt  that  development 
has  followed  the  highways..  Appalachians 
who  were  children  in  1963  see  now  as  lliey 
enter  adulthood  how  much  closer  tlu'y  are 
to  attaining  the  standard  of  living  they 
want,  in  their  own  native  region,  than  their 
parents  would  have  believed  possible.  As 
the  highway  system  comes  closer  to  comple- 
tion over  tlie  next  ten  years,  its  impact  will 
surely  continue  to  grow  and  the  oppor- 
tunities for  their  younger  brotliers  and 
sistLisand  indeed  tlieir  children  will 
broaden  with  it." 

No  such  thing  has  happened.  In  simple 
fact,  new  highways  usually  result  in  either 
no  n(  t  change  or  accelerated  decline  of 
rural  communities. 

One  of  the  implications  of  regional 
economic  theory  is  iJiat  transportation  costs 
are  an  important  determinant  of  location 
and  growlJT  of  industry.  This  information 
has  been  misconstrued  to  mean  that 
transportation  improvements  will  enhance 
the  economic  competitiveness  of  rural 
periphery  regions.  Research  suggests,  how- 
ever, that  regions  without  certain  preexist- 
ing features  are  unlikely  to  experience 
much  economic  stimulation  from  transpor- 
tation improvement.  Specifically,  regions 
which  are  already  relatively  developed,  ur- 
banized, and  situated  in  close  proximity  to 
other  major  urban  areas  experience  more 
growtli  tlian  isolated  rural  regions. 


Another  tiling  to  keep  in  mind  is  that 
growtli  does  not  necessarily  mean  'net 
growth'  and  'generative  growth',  it  can 
mean  redistributive  growth,  which  occurs 
when  economic  activity  is  merely  trans- 
ferred from  one  region  to  anotlier.  A  classic 
example  of  redistributive  growth  can  be  ob- 
served in  rural  areas  when  new  highways 
bypass  commimities  previously  serviced  by 
the  main  thoroughfare.  Development  at  tlie 
new  highway  interchanges  is  offset  by  the 
atrophy  of  Main  Street.    In  contrast,  genera- 
tive growth  is  a  net  addition  to  national 
economic  growth. 

Regional  economic  theory  also  suggests 
that  certain  industries  will  be  more 
'sensitive'  to  new  highways  than  others. 
The  most  sensitive  industries  tend  to  be 
those  which  serve  local  markets  and  high- 
way traffic.  For  instance,  retail  trade,  ser- 
vices, and  certain  types  of  manufacturing, 
finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  in- 
dustries tend  to  be  stimulated  more  by  high- 
way transportation  improvements  because 
the  new  highways  play  a  large  part  in  deter- 
mining their  market  boundaries.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  realize  that  'sensitivity'  is  not  tlie 
same  as  growth.  Many  of  these  sensitive  in- 
dustries also  prefer  to  concentrate.  Firms  in 
these  industries  often  find  that  there  are  ef- 
ficiencies to  be  gained  by  moving  near 
other  firms.  New  highways  accelerate  lliis 
concentration.  T  his  |>henomenon  is  must 
noticeable  in  rural  areas  in  the  retail  trade 
and  services  industries.  Shopping  malls, 
which  commonly  locale  near  small  cities, 
are  a  common  example. 

Retail  trade  and  service  industries  are 
also  linked  to  the  highways  because  firms 
accumulate  to  serve  the  increased  highway 
traffic  diverted  from  otlier  channels. 

industries  which  are  not  affected  by 
new  highways  tend  to  be  those  which  ex- 
port to  more  disLint  markets.  These  in- 
dustries are  usually  more  resource  orienlinl 
and  rely  on  alternative  modes  of  transporta- 
tion such  as  railroads  or  water.  Farming, 
mining,  heavy  manufacturing,  and  public 
utilities  are  good  examples. 

With  this  information,  what  can  we  con- 
clude about  tiie  effect  of  corridor  II  on 
economic  growtli  in  eastern  West  Virginia? 
First,  tlie  industries  most  likely  to  be  slinuj- 
laled  are  the  service  and  reLiil  trade  in- 
dustries. There  will,  no  doubt,  be  growtli  in 
industries  which  cater  to  the  increasing 
highway  traffic.  Second,  locally  orieiili'd 
services  and  trade  will  decline  in  many 
areas,  and  grow  in  others.  As  I  have  said. 
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Group:  Conidor  H  is" 
Endangered  Byway 


ov,     13,    1993 


Scenic  Amaka  has  nuncd  West 
Vi/ginia't  proposed  Conidor  "H" 
oncof.\merica's  10  Mosl  Endangered 
Scenic  Byways.  Tlie  list  of  En- 
dangered By«ays,  coupled  wiih  ihe 
list  of  America's  Most  OuUtanding 
Scenic  Byways,  comiiriscs  America's 
20  Most  Iniporunt  Scenic  Byways. 

Scenic  byways  aic  roadways  that 
traverse    areas    widi    unique    scenic,, 
historic,   natural,  cultural,   and  reae- 
alional  resources  and  niovidc  travelers 
with  a  relaxing  travel  ei|)crlence.  In 
addition,  scenic  byways  are  an  ea- 
celleni  mediod  of  combining  resource 
conservation  witli  eciinomic  develop- 
ment goals  and.  in  1988,  generated  an 
estimated  SI    billion   in  spending  at 
businesses    along    designated    scenic 
roadways,      according      to      Scenic 
America. 
1     West     Virginia's     Department    of 
Trans|)orUtion.     eager     U>    lap    the 
tourism   potential  of  iJie   large   East 
Coast  population,  plans   a   four-lane 
liiglmay  into  Uie  "lliglJands"  from 
1-81  in  Vugiiiia  along  a  route  kirawn 
as  Conidor  H.  Tlie  pro(X)sed  route, 
which  would  also  serve  as  an  impor- 
tant    commercial     corridor,     would 
ulilir.c    a    combination    of    eiisting 
roads,  including  stale  routes  55,  V3, 
and  219,  and  new  righlx>r-way.  Cur- 
rcndy  winding  two-lane  toads  carry 
travelers  past  dramatic  mountain  sce- 
nery and  through  towns  and  villages 
to     the     stale's     great     recreational 
resources,  which  include  stale  parks 
and  national  forests  offering  an  anay 
of  outdoor  activities,  group  officials 
said. 

A  coalition  of  West  Virginians 
known  as  Conidor  II  Alternatives  op- 
itoscs  die  four-lane  highway  concept 
because  such  construction  would  dra- 
matically alter  the  area's  scenic  char- 
ictcr  ittd  damage  the  local  environ- 
ment Instead,  Ihe  coaliiiun  supports  a 
gradual  and  well  thought-out  upgrade 
'  of  the  Misting  toads  which  will  im- 
prove access  to  die  region  while 
maintaining  tlie  region's  scenic  and 
naluial  character. 

"Corridor  II  is  a  classic  case  whcie 
less  sweeping  alternatives,  anived  at 
ditough  a  collaborative  process,  can 
effectively  solve  trantpoitation  prob- 
lems widioul  dramatically  altering  the 
region's     character,"     said     Scenic 


America  president  Sally  Oldham. 
"Ratlicr  than  forcing  the  Highlands  to 
live  wlUi  a  highway  diey  oppose,  the 
stale  Department  of  Ttaiispurution 
should  implement  a  planning  |»ocoss 
which  acuvely  solicits  and  considcis 
die  views  of  all  stakeholders,  in- 
cluding local  cdnmiunitjes,  busi- 
nesses, and  public  inlciest  organi/j- 
lions.  Only  Uiis  type  of  collaboraUve 
process  will  gcnerale  a  consensus  on 
how  West  Virginia  can  bodi  ulili?* 
and  conserve  its  scenic  and  natural 
resources." 

Roads  on  die  10  Mosl  Endangered 
list  were  included  because  Uieu 
unique  and  important  scenic  and  oUicr 
resources  arc  tlireatcncd  by  any  one  of 
a  number  of  factors,  including  strip 
development,  billboard  prolifcrallon, 
dctctioraling  toad  condiiions,  and  i 
failure  to  conserve  die  resources  by 
government  agencies  managing  the 
roadway. 

Odicr  toads  named  include  Old  US 
30,  the  Lincoln  Highway  in  Iowa;  die 
Great  River  Road  in  Louisiana;  die 
Nantahala  Scenic  Byway  in  soudi- 
weslem  North  Carolina;  US  Route  30 
in  Lancaster  Couiily,  Pa.;  Texas'  Old 
San  Antonio  Road;  die  Lummi  Shore 
Scenic  Ro.nd  in  Washington;  die  Oluc 
Ridge  Parkway  in  Virginia;  die  Shan- 
nock  Road  in  Rhode  Island;  and  New 
York's  Route  28  near  die  Calskill 
Mountains. 

"Tliis  list  highlights  die  variety  of 
ducais  faced  by  America's  scenic 
b)ways  today,"  eaplained  Oldham, 
"rhesc  dueats  require  effective, 
long-term  public  pardcipation  and 
collaboraUve,  aeativc  management. 
Only  through  public-private  coopera- 
tion can  we  succcislully  use  scenic 
byways  to  conserve  and  benefit  from 
our  scenic,  historic,  natural  and  rcae- 
aUonal  resources." 

She  added,  "The  Endangered 
Byways  List  is  neither  puniuve  nor 
criUcal.  It  Is  an  effort  to  educate 
Americans  about  die  scenic  'resources 
we  possess,  die  dueats  dial  face  dicm, 
and  courses  of  action  diat  can  halt  or 
reverse  dicsc  problems." 

Founded  in  1982,  Scenic  America  Is 
die  only  nauonal  oiganiution  solely 
dedicated  to  preserving  and  enhancing 
die  scenic  characta  of  America's 
communities  and  countryside. 
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Speaking  Out 


What  Would  You 

Like  Our  State 

Lawmakers  To 

Address? 


TRACY  CRANDALL  •  AiguM 
Road  condilions. 


"'■'*^"^ 


LISA  WELLS  •  Bomney 

Road  conditions  bocause  thai* 
aia  a  lot  ol  polholaa. 


II 


ROGER  MALONE  •  Springlletd 

Fixing  what  roads  wa  hav6. 


tea«te»»~aM»»<>vv.'t«»»«iir>iiaiS^ 


'■■".f  jvH 

H'.io: 

f  ^H 

1 

m 

^yjl 

ANNE  BRIGHT  •  Romney 

Prapare  our  citlzeni  lor  good 
jobi  by  educallon  and  training 
and  work  for  thosa  opportunl- 
tlas  lo  coma  to  WV. 


SHIRLEY  LEASE  •  Augutta 

%  Wa  naad  halp  on  tha  load  aya- 
tam  and  tha  back  roads 


i 
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^At  Issue:  Tourism 


Tourism  delivers  high  volume  with  low  overhead 


By  JAMKS  LAWRENCE 

In  business  icmu,  lounint  shoulj 
be  ^  lewetl  ss  one  of  ihe  suic's  best 
cxpon  ptixhu^ii 

Unlihc  other  cipofl  pmductt,  such 
•s  crul  and  Innbcr.  lounsm  doesn'l 
rT<)uirc  ihc  eilrapolaiiun  and  replen- 
ishnicnl  of  resources.  Oveiheail  is 
biM  arKi  rciunis  arc  lii^li  In  West 
Virginia's  case,  (he  envoDnmenial 
if)i|viL~i  IS  piisiiive  in  Ihe  sense  ihai 
ptrscrvaiiiMi  of  lite  natural  cnviron- 
iticiii  is  necessary  lo  mamlain  ihe 
ruunsffi  pfoduci. 

In  1992,  West  Virginia's  Kwnsrn 
iniluslry  prnluccJ  a  S3  42  btlliuii 
economic  impact  in  dirvct  and 
■ruliieci  yiekli    Over  a  four  year 
peniRl,  smce  1989.  the  industry  h;is 
thuun  a  1 3  percent  growth    About 
66.6(Ml  full  linie  equivalent  jobs  werr 
iclaicd  to  tiwtism 

wn  alsi^i  serves  West  Virginia 
a  if  tlvmost  ricxibtcand 

pfoliiahk  economic  developmcnl 
inols  available    Infrastructure 
require  1 1  tents  arc  minimal,  and 
kxaiicm  and  geographic  requircntcnls 
art  vinujtiy  limitless  -  important 
concepts  when  considcnng  rural  Wc-st 
Virginia  cnunttcs 

A  good  cxarpple  of  tourism's 
geographic  divenuy  aru)  its  facrwncial 


impact  may  be  found  in  Cairo. 
W  V»  .  the  head  of  the  N»nh  Bend 
Rail  Trail  11»e  20ih  new  business 
opened  ihcit  last  summer  Wiihuul 
tlic  uail.  It's  unlikely  iKii  many 
businesses  would  locate  in  this  area 
The  gmip  lour,  convcntiuo  and 

busiTKSS  travel 
scgnicnU  of 
Wlsi  Virginia 
tounsm 
accounted  fiir 
an  economic 
impact  of 
\\  429  billion 
m  1 992. 
employing 
aboui  27.300 
full  lime 
equivalent  positions    1>iis  translates 
to  ucmerxJuus  revenues  for  our  i  iiies 
as  well  as  our  sute  lodge  and  reson 
parks  and  their  communities 

Indeed,  the  potcnlul  for  expansion 
and  gmwtli  IS  great. 

We  began  as  Ihe  "wild  ^nd 
wunderful"  vacation  slate,  and  we've 
evolved  lo  becofTK  the  nation's 
aliemaiive  lo  vacation  dcsiinations  — 
the  "welcofiK  change"  from  crowded 
beaches,  cnme  btk!  irafTic  jams 

As  long  as  the  state  arnl  pnvaie 
busti>esses  conimue  desiinaiiun 


LAWRENCE 


devclnprrteni  and  ptomutKm.  Wcsi 
Virginia  will  cordnuc  lu  profit  Imm 
its  Inunsm  pruduci 

Clearly.  West  Virginia  is  wtincss- 
ing  theemergciKcof  arKw  rrcrc 
aiional  outlet  with  the  potenliat  to 
have  an  impact  on  every  dcsimaiion 
in  t)>e  state  —  cycling    Limg  p^ipubr 
in  Eiurope  and  some  western  U  $ 
tUICS.  cycling  IS  now  growing  by 
leaps  and  bounds  here  in  West 
Virginia 

While  the  K  Man  ClassK  and  other 
road  races  are  siimulaiing  the  louring 
cycling  industry  in  Wesi  Vrrginia,  the 
slate's  rugged  lemin.  scenic  beauty 
tnd  advanced  trail  system  have 
faciliiaied  tite  rapid  growth  of 
mountain  cycling 

\n  fM:\.  Mountain  Bikf  niagj/tiic 
readers  chose  Wcsi  Vugmta  us  tlic 
fourth  most  popular  mounum  cycling 
<tesiinaiion  in  tlic  world,  tied  ^  ith 
Swiuerland.  if  niortey  were  i>o  object 
lo  (raveling 

Mountain  cycling  lias  already 
emerged  as  an  industry  leader  in 
lenns  of  volume  of  visitors  for  West 
Virginia 

By  the  end  ofthe  decade,  both 
iiaic  and  pnvatc  scciot  lounsm 
entiiics  will  have  developed  the  sptirt 
lo  a  potenliat  thai  will  compare  with 


skiing  and  while  watei  rafting 

Tlie  rKli  history  of  West  Vugmia 
remains  a  popular  lounst  ■llntciion  in 
our  state. 

From  Civil  War  haitlcsucsto 
handmade  Appalachian  crafts.  West 
Virginia  ilesiinaiioru  arc  seeing  a 
conslaiU  iiKrcasc  in  family  and  gioup 
lour  visiiiirs    From  prcscivainm  and 
prunioiionof  our  cullurc,  wc 
facilitate  ihc  growth  of  smjll 
businesses  in  tlie  form  of  bed  and 
breakfast  inns,  retail  an  ar>d  crafts 
shops,  spas,  luxury  rcsons  and  the 
arts,  in  general. 

lliccc  arc  many  other  ailrai.liuns 
and  a<.iiviiics  thjt  are  ripe  for  lounsm 
development  in  bUh  West  Vugmias 
rural  and  n«tropuliian  areas    Wc 
musi  picsiTvc  iliat  which  wc  lijvc 
buill.  including  our  personal  cihIcjv 
ors.  and  ckparnJ  upon  tlic  foundaiion 
that  lias  been  laid 

Tourism  lemains,  and  will 
coniinue  to  be.  one  of  West 
Virginia's  lop  expon  pr^xlucts.  an 
answer  lo  a  divcr^jified  economy  atvl 
■  clean  industry  that  preserves  tJic 
cnvironnKnt  andoui  hislury. 

Lanrence  is  commiMtoner  ofitte 
Wen  Virginia  Division  of  Tourism 
and  I'a/Li. 


Mountain  State  must  manage  travel  industry  growth 


Hy  DAVE  AKNOU> 

I  can't  rcniemhcr  wlio  said  ii.  but 
It's  true,  all  Ihe  same  West  Vngima 
IS  the  hr^  in  the  population  dough 
tHM  of  the  East  - 

AD  a/ound  us.  there  are  huge, 
dense  metropoliian  areas  llut  drop 
off  suddenly  when  you  gel  lo  West 
Virginia. 

But  just  like  the  snull  marketer 
who  began  lo  sell  doughnut  hi>les, 
we're  beginning  to  not  only  jpprcci 
ate  how  dtffereni  we  are.  but  lo 
captialize  «»n  it  Our  successes  in  tlic 
pasi  20  yean  arc  causing  encitcmcni 
aboul  further  growth  in  Ihc  lounsm 
mdusiry  licrc  Trend  watchers  say 
there  is  untapped  puleniial  in  several 
areas. 

Our  nciglihiirs'  huge  niarhei 
ru'        ~is  and  tlie  ruiliiin's  prnxLupa- 
1  in  ki  be  III  West  Virginia's 

fa         iDieiest  in  lieallh  and  fitness  is 
not  just  a  fad  Many  of  oui  ben 
aitr actions  have  lo  do  with  outiioof 
aciiviiy.  Chances  are.  when  you 


come  here  to  play,  you'll  (cave  West 
Virginia  in  better  shape  than  you 
came  I  believe  aciivc,  healthy  sports 
will  dominate  lounsm  here  at  IcasI 
for  Ok  neti  decade. 

At  a  recent  confererKC  on  the 
cycling  segment  of  tlie  tourism 
iniluslry,  arulysts  rKricd  that  moun- 
tain  bike  sales  have  Jumped  from 
200.0nu  m  1983  to  30  million  total  in 
1993  It's  only  a  nutter  of  lime  until 
llial  ufbanile  over  in  Oluo  who  has 
bought  himself  a  mounlam  bike  is 
going  lo  want  lo  apply  it  to  a 


Because  of  our  terrain  and  nvers. 
we'll  get  ■  bonsi  in  19%  when 
mountain  bikmg  and  kayaking  are 
featured  sports  in  the  SumrrKr 
Olympics  in  Atlanta  And  the  next  10 
to  2()  years  will  also  sec  diairuiic 
increase  in  llw  number  of  micma 
linnal  travelers  Wesi  Virginia  can 
tap,  cnniing  into  airporu  in  the  D  C 
■ica.  Pennsylvania,  North  Carolina 
inj  nonhcfD  Virginia.  Will  we  be 


ready  for  Ihe  onslaughi?  Will 
enUrprciieurs  risk  capital  to  male  us 
rraily? 

The  answer  lies  in  the  numbers,  to 
a  large  degree 

Tounsm'i  recent  growth  in  West 
Virginia  correlates  with  the  steady 
increase  in  the  state  tounsm 
division's  promotion  budget  That 
budget  has  grown  lufold  since  1989 
The  return  on  the  invcsintenl  m 
promotion  has  been  more  than  S7  2 
billion  to  the  state's  economy, 
including  S33U  million  in  suie  tai 
revenues  1he  iiKlustry  will  continue 
lo  grow  if  we  continue  lo  cooperate  in 
selling  West  Virginia  as  "A  Welcome 
Change  "Cooimilinenl  to  long  range 
planning  and  consisiciKy  in  funding 
are  essential  tn  success 

Bui  ihe  numbers  aren't  everything 
There's  an  intangible  but  powerful 
clement  in  our  success  thai  can  only 
be  defined  as  ainiude 

People  are  sianing  to  realiu  that 
picsexving  our  resources  is  as 


essential  as  promoting  them  Were 
foituiute  that  people  had  the  fore 
sight  lo  create  the  MoiHtngahcIa 
National  Forest,  the  sute  parts  ar>d, 
niosi  recently,  the  New  River  Gorge 
National  River  and  Ihe  Gauley 
National  Reoeation  Area  More  and 
more  people  are  beginning  lo  tee  the 
value  of  a  stand  of  uikuI  forest  and 
rivers  thai  are  na  datrurted 

The  tcancU  possibility  is  Ihai  our 
eicitcmeni  could  lead  us  lo  proceed 
without  plans  or  to  make  uneducated 
decisions  in  haste,  or  worse,  oui  of 
greed  Now  is  the  besi  time  to 
ctmsidcr  ilie  proMeim  of  overdevel- 
opment 

Stanley  Plog.  president  a/Kl  CEO 
of  Research  Itic  artdcdilur  of  the 
Journal  of  Travel  ftftrorih,  says  that 
wlicii  an  area  begins  tu  lose  its 
charm,  iis  uniqueness,  it  begins  its 
dcclirtc  He  cautions  that  suLvess 
breeds  lu  own  destruction 

See  ARNOLD.  Pagt  35 
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■V,fri»Th<|.(;h!irleB(on  GA^citc/Tuesi^syf  Fcb^ut^ry;23J1993 ,  ( 

Beyonweas  tax,  D0H  may  sell  bonds 
to  matcK'^federaLfuirasf official  s 

!' :    '' T?! '|.  / from;work^has  gone.up* Jr6m:2U--' 

...    .  '.'     '  '     In  IttOI  ln'9H"l /•iirrcnllu  i'    '..    I'.l/' ." 


lays 


.Uy  Taiiny  Seller 


In  1991  to  285  currenlly.v'  j,. ,;,• 

Even  with  the  nicker  tax  In-'. 
crease,>VanKlrk,sald.DOII  woul(] 
need  flioi  million  in  [-additional 


The  Division  of  lllghwaya're 
celved  «27.9  million  In  federal 
funds  Monday  as  an  economic  sti- 
mulus package,  Acting  Commis- 
sioner Fred  V 
House  Finance 

VanKIrk  did 
money  would  be  spent,  telling  a  ,<vlde3  80  percent  of, the  funding  for 
reporter  afterward  that  llie  gulde-'j ''^ei'^V''^  projeclfl,  l)ut(the"POII 
lines  hadn't  been  received  yet  v  has>to  put' upistate  dollar]) ^(or  lis 


VanKIrk  luld  ihe;i »'«le'n>atc(ilrig  dollars  by,  1897.- 
;  Committee. ,.  ■  „; ,;  wanj  rqor?  In  f^iture  y.efr3;i.  -.'f i(-, 
d  not  sayhow  thiB.^rr'<ThiB''feder»I^goyeri)nrient  pro- 


frum  Ihe  federal  government. 

VanKIrk  said  a  proposed  nickel 

allun  Increase  In  the  gasoline 

would  not  solve  all  of  the 

UoH's  financial  problems.  The' 

fSO  million  the  tax  hike  would 

produce  Is  to  be  used  mainly  to 


20  percent. 

VanKIrk  said  the  DOI!  would 
propose  selling  bonds  to  provide 
the  state  with  Its  20  percent  share,  i 

Whether  voters  would  be  asked 
to  approve  a  bond  sale,  or  the 
DOII  would  sell  notes  .without 


match  federal  dollars  and  to  fund    ,vote  of  the  people  would  be. MP  to 


an  acceptable  state  maintenance 
program. 

While  the  DOII  Is  proposing  to 
raise  taxes.  Delegate  Pliyllls  Ru- 
tledge,  D-Kanawha,  noted  that  the 
number  :o(  vehicles  assigned,  to 


the  Legislature,  VanKIrk  said  In 
response  to  a  question  asked  by 
Delegate  David  McKlnley,  n-Ohlo. 
'  If  the  Legislature  doesn't  pass 
the  gasoline  lax  increase,  VanKIrk 
..said.  tils_  ageqcy|jTrou)d,  use  ^11 

-      •' .  *.  IV  I  ^ ''-i  tu '■".  \t^-*''*y  .•*'3^-.?.i* 


available  stale  dollars  —  taking 
the  money  from  maintenance  pro- 
grams funded  entirely  by  state 
money  —  to  match  the  federal 
funding. 

After  the  state  passed  a  Scent 
Increase  In  1989,  VanKIrk  said 
surrounding  slates  raised  Ihclr  ga- 
soline lax,  and  there  is  a  trend  ac- 
ross the  country  to  raise  fuel  tax- 
es to  match  federal  money. 

Rutledge  said  the  Increase  In 
vehicles  assigned  to  employees 
was  quite  a  big  difference  from 
1991. 

'  Rutledge  said  she  found  It  hard 
to  understand  why  that  many  ve- 
hicles had  to  be  used  to  travel  to 
and  from  work. 

She  said  the  average  cost  of  Ihe 
perk  was  $6,200  annually  to  the 
employees  who  had  the  vehicles. 
In  1991,  she  said  the  average  was 
$3,693. 

''Six  of  the  vehicles  have  cellular 
,.  phones,  VanKIrk  said. 

!|^R|itledge  noted  that  most  of  the  . 
''yeblcles  aaiigned  to  employees 
.■;ifere  late  modeU. '■.,"    " ,      . .  , 


-f- 


563 


,  4.0  t  *  n^o■• 

Quarterly  Update  oC  STIP 


Mr.  Chnries  L.  Miller  Appendix  i 

Secretory 

West  Virginia  Departnent  of  Transportation  / 

Charleston,  West  Virginia   2B30S 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

We  have  reviewed  the  STIP  Quarterly  Update  sent  with  your  letter  of 
Deoember  15,  1993.  As  diccuBsed  in  our  meeting,  February  IB,  1994, 
the  STIP  Update  cannot  be  approved  until  the  following  issues 
relating  to  tl»o  requirenontc  of  the  Statewide  Planning  Regulations, 
23  CFK  i>art  450,  of  October  20,  1993,  are  Batisfactorily  addressed: 

1.  The  updated  STIP  must  be  based  upon  an  orricial  statewide 
Transportation  Plan.  Until  January  1,  1995,  an  interim 
Statewide  Transportation  Plan  may  serve  ae  tlie  official 
plan,  if  it  includes  consideration  of  all  factors 
identified  in  23  CFR  4D0.208.  Please  provide  us  a  copy 
of  the  offiolal  plan  with  information  Indicating  how  Uie 
referenced  factors  were  considered. 

2.  The  official  Statewide  Tronsportation  Plan  meeting  all 
the  roquireinente  of  23  CFR  450,  and  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations,  must  be  completed  by 
January  1,  1995.  Please  provide  us  inComatlon  regarding 
the  progress  of  the  statewide  Transportation  Plan 
development,  to  date,  and  a  schedule  indicating  how  the 
remaining  work  will  be  accomplished  in  tho  next  ten 
months. 

3.  Development  of  the  Statewide  Transportation  Plan  requires 
public  involvenent  as  described  in  section  450.212.  We 
request  that  you  send  us  a  copy  of  tho  Departnent 'o 
Public  Involvenent  Process  and  a  schedule  for  finalizing 

After  these  general  issues  and  the  attached  comitents  concerning 
this  specific  quarterly  update  are  satisfactorily  addressed,  we 
will  be  in  a  position  to  continue  processing  the  Quarterly  Update. 

Sincerely  yours. 


WaYI».HieOtWBOTHAM 

rfmy  R.  Higglnbotham 
Division  Administrator 


EnoIoBure 


aot   Paul  Milkinson,  (WVDOIl-RP) 
Don  D0Ut«rman(R-3-HPP-O3.2) 
File  720,  Reading,  CHNacklayioj 

2/23/94 

qtlystip 
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CAMERA  COPV 


LETTERS    OPPOSING   CORRIDOR   "H'» 
FROM   WEST  VIRGINIA   BUSINESSES, 
RESIDENTS   AND   TOURISTS 


Addendum   to   Testimony      April    25,    199'^ 

Uowr.fj   Tr.nnrjportation   A p ]n' o p r i n t i o i ■  a   r>ubcomriiittee 

by   Bonni   McKeown,    President 
Corridor   11  Alternatives 


Corridor  H  Alicrnauvcs 


Regional 

Eislern  Wesi  Virginia 

Central  West 

Virginia 

Northern  West  Virginia 

Virginia 

orriccs 

Bonni  McKeown  or 

Terry  Miller 

Charlie  Winfrce 

Tony  Coogan 

Bcisy  Otndoft  Saytrs 

P  O  Box  1 1 

PC  Box  173 

Rl   1.  Box  319 

P  0  Box  t63 

Kerens,  WV 

New  Creek.  SW 

Lebanon  Church.  VA 

Wardensnilt.  WV 

25276 

26743 

22641 

26B5I 

304^36^522 

304-788-5579 

703-465-5664 

304  874-3887  or  874-3726 

Founded  in  1952 
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Camp  Rim  Rock 


James  L.  Matheson 

Director 


Aprfl231994 

The  Honorable  3ob  Wise 
United  States  Congress 
2434  RaytHjm  House  Office  Bulding 
Washington,  DC. 20515 

Dear  Congress  nan  Wse, 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  views  on  Corridor  H. 

Having  run  a  business  In  Yeflow  Spring,  West  Virginia  for  30  years,  I  am  very  aware 
of  the  difficutties  of  being  in  tHisiness  here.  The  state  does  very  Me  or  nothing  for  us. 

We  have  vii'ualy  no  poice  protection,  and  the  road  (Capon  River  Road)  in  front  of 
my  place  is  wefl  nigh  impassable.  Indeed  I  fear  that  next  winter  we  wi  not  be  able  to 
travel  it,  and  th're  is  no  plan  to  repair  or  resurface  that  road. 

We  do  not  need  a  bJOion  dollar  Corridor  H  that  wS  destroy  much  of  the  community 
and  the  natural  environment  v^ich  we  do  have.  This  highway  wffl  destroy  much  of 
what  we  value  and  make  it  possible  for  traffic  to  go  whizzing  by  while  we  are  left  with 
inadequate  roL  Js,  very  little  potce  protection,  and  inadequate  schools. 

As  a  busine  "s  man,  I  do  not  see  how  such  an  expenditure  can  be  economicaRy 
justified.   We  need  a  small  portion  of  that  money  spent  on  our  existing  roads.  We 
need  to  impro\  -.i  the  quaity  of  Ife  in  rural  West  Virginia. 

We  need  to  nourish  smal  business  which  wiH  improve  the  quafty  of  Ife  here  Instead 
of  maldng  huge  investments  from  which  only  a  few  large  businesses  wi  profit  -  while 
all  the  time  West  Virginia  is  taxing  smal  businesses  out  of  existance. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  West  Virginia's  urgent  needs.  We  need  your  help. 

Skieerely, 


'James  L  Matheaon 


Office:  Box  88,  Winchester,  Virginia  22604-0088 

Home  and  Camp:  Yellow  Spring.  We.st  Virginia  26865-0069 

304-856-2869  800-662-4650  FAX;  304-856-3201 
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April  22,  199't 
iiC  bh,  Box  210 
irVarUensville,    iVV      2085I 

Rej.Bob   Wise 

House   of  Ret resentatives 

V/ashington,    D.C.      20515 

Derr  Rep.    lIlBe: 

Ae  a  reeident  and  businefc  o.viier  in  tiie  coir.n;unity  of  .Vardenaville,  V/V.   Kardy 
Co  for  a  number  of  years,  I  am  Oi>poGed  to  Corridor  H  for  a  nur.ber  of  reasons. 

The  Toi'.n  of  ./ardcnsville  has  Konderful  water.   This  v-ater  is  eupj.lied  from 
a  nenr  by  Gj)rin£;.   It  is  iny  understanuini^  Corridor  H  would  jjo  within  700 
feet  of  this  siring.   Cur  water  source  could  be  destroyed. 

This  is  s  beautiful  quiet  area,  the  noise  and  the  pollution  from  heavy  traffic 
would  be  devastatins  to  our  life  style. 

Our  land  woula  increase  in  value,  ti.erefore  our  prOi-c-rty  taxes  v;uuld  inci-ease. 

I  have  seen  sir^all  communities  siir.ilar  to  the  one  I  live  in  fade  av/ay  v/iien 
a  rajor  hignway  is  build  nearby. 

Tourist  coir.e  into  t' is  stute  for  its  Natural  Beauty,  not  to  travel  a  sui-er 
highway  constructed  of  asphalt  and  concrete.   Passing  lanes  and  wiuening 
existing  roads  v/oula  help  tremendous. 

I  sincerely  urn,e  consideration  of  the  No-Build  Alternative. 


Yours  truly, 


CT;niT, 

'.'.•'r-'i^.n  ■:viT] '■  Tr':o  V.-iluf  !!Tr-'\Tirc 
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March  22,  1994 

HC  88  Box  17 

Seneca  Rocks,  WV   20884-9704 


Hep.    Uob     V/ise 

House    of   Hepresent'JtiveE 

Washington,    DC      2i>5]5 

Dear    Rep.    Wise   .- 

My  name  is  Jolin  Harman.   I  am  a  native  of  Pendleton  County,  West 
Virs^inia.   With  llie  exception  of  my  years  spent  obtaining  higher 
education,  1  have  always  lived  in  Pendleton  County.   Professionally, 
1  have  served  the  public  for  the  past  20  years  in  the  medical  field 
as  an  Optoiiiet)-is t .   1  have  interactions  with  residents  of  the  Potomac 
Highlands  daily,  and  1  have  observed  that  the  grass  roots  opinion  of 
tlie  majority  is  negative  toward  an  interstate  highway. 

People  who  live  and  work  in  this  area  do  so  because  of  the  advantages 
that  rural  life  gives  them.  At  the  same  time  they  must  sacrifice  the 
cultural,  economic  and  social  gains  of  their  city  counterparts. 

Tliere  is  also  a  significant  number  of  residents  who  have  settled  in 
this  area  for  a  peaceful  retirement  and  to  escape  from  the  faster 
pace  of  metropolitan  living. 

Generally  the  aforementioned  people  represent  a  silent  majority  that 
is  oi>posed  to  the  economic  and  cultural  cltanges  that  a  super  higliway 
would  bring. 

The  proponents  of  Corridor  H  appear  to  be  mostly  business  men  and 
bankets  who  obviously  stand  to  realize  financial  gain  if  the  highway 
is  built.   These  individuals  seem  to  have  the  louder  voices,  but  by 
for  the  smaller  numbers. 

1  live  in  Seneca  Rocks,  WV ,  and  am  thankful  that  the  Southern  route 
wasn't  chosen.   However,  1  would  siiicerely  urge  consideration  of  the 
No  Build  Alternative . 

A  high  quality  of  life  exists  here  in  this  unique  area  of  the  United 
States  which  cannot  bo  measured  in  dollars  and  should  not  be 
compromised  by  a  multi-lane  slab  of  asphalt  and  concrete. 

Sincerely  yours, 


/John  Harman,  O.D. 
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Rt.  1  Box  114 

Kerens,  West  Virginia  2S216 

April  20,  1994 

TO:  Honorable  Alan  B.  Mollohan 
FROM:  Sue  Talbott,  West  Virginia  resident 

RE:  Opposition  to  Appropriations  Committee  Funding  Appalachian 
Corridor  H 

Dear  Representative  Mollohan: 

I  am  writing  concerning  the  proposed  Corridor  H  project,  a  highway 
that  is  thirty  years  behind  its  time. 

I  live  in  an  area  that  will  be  directly  affected  by  this  road; 
prime  farmland  will  be  eliminated,  our  natural  beauty  will  be 
destroyed,  and  one  of  the  few  serene,  safe  places  to  live  will  be 
lost.  Highway  transportation  is  not  the  answer  to  economic  growth 
in  the  21st  century  and  the  place  we  call  home  will  receive 
irreparable  damage  for  naught . 

The  United  States  has  a  new  series  of  communication,  transportation 
and  environmental  needs  for  the  21st  century  and  I  suggest  that  the 
money  that  is  proposed  to  be  spent  on  Corridor  H  be  spent  on  our 
technological  infrastructure,  the  "superhighway"  supported  by  the 
Clinton  administration.  This  investment  will  fill  the  promises  of 
enhancing  business  productivity,  increasing  jobs,  and  stimulating 
our  rural  economy.  Such  a  network  could  do  for  the  productivity  of 
rural  West  Virginia  what  the  interstate  highways  of  the  1950s  and 
1960s  did  for  productivity  in    their   time. 

I  am  in  the  process  of  setting  up  a  business  in  my  home, 
statistically  the  fastest  growing  sector  of  our  economy.  I  will  be 
dependent  on  accessing  the  information  network,  a  call  that  still 
incurs  long-distance  charges  because  the  nearest  node  for  access  is 
more  than  fifty  miles  away.  I  fear  that  the  phone  bills  of  rural 
Americans  will  be  "paving"  the  information  highway. 

It  is  my  hope  that  you  will  support  appropriating  money  to  support 
affordable  access  to  the  information  "superhighway",  the  only 
highway  that  is  economically  and  environmentally  sound  for  the  21st 
century. 

Sincerely, 

Sue  Talbott 

cc: Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd 
Senator  Jay  Rockefeller 
Representative  Bob  Wise 
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SHINGLETON  TIMBER  AND  TRUCK.  INC. 

P  O    BOX  486 

AUGUSTA,  W  V    26704 


(X-       jSvcrf-Oa^^     Tv--<;/Lva^    i^Mi-U^M"     Cao^     •»v^     aAJL<l.^      tJ^fS-wx 
J-T^mJ^  avc^     J>\qjij2M^     ia.      (X.  ^AA'yaJJ    At-r^ioxlA    (H-u-v«-«^ 


'<i>v>.<^U3 
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Main  Street 

PO  Box  446 

Wardensville,  West  Virginia  26851 

Where  Good  Friends  Meet 
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White*  Star 

Restaurant 


INCORPORATED 


Betsy  Orndoff-Sayers 

Owner  &  Proprietor 

Telephone  304/874-FOOD 

Fax  304/874-3067 


April  19,  1994 

The  Hon.  Bob  Wise 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
1421  Longworth  Building 
Washington  DC  20515-4803 

Dear  Congressman  Wise: 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  you  reconsider  your  position  on  the  Appalachian  Corridor  H  project. 
Over  the  past  two  years,  I  have  advocated  the  improvement  of  local  roads  in  lieu  of  a  new  four-lane 
highway  through  our  region.  I  continue  to  advocate  the  improvement  of  local  roads. 

I'm  the  fourth-generation  owner  and  operator  of  the  White  Star  Restaurant,  located  on  Main  Street  in 
Wardensville.   I'm  think  that  I  —  and  other  small  business  owners  in  the  area  —  have  been  cut  out  of  the 
loop.  It  is  my  belief  that  this  four-lane  superhighway  will  be  the  economic  end  of  my  community,  as  well 
as  all  the  other  little  towns  in  its  path. 

There  are  more  than  30  small  businesses  in  the  town  limits  of  Wardensville  that  employ  about  150 
people.   According  to  the  most  recent  maps,  the  two  at-grade  interchanges  to  the  highway  lie  outside  the 
corporate  limits  and  will  severely  decrease  traffic  through  downtown.    Furthermore,  the  under-developed 
Wardensville  Industrial  Park  will  not  have  direct  access  to  this  road.    Economic  development  and 
tourism  are  the  two  big  promises  made  by  the  people  who  are  ti-ying  to  sell  this  road.   How  are  the  small 
business  owners  supposed  to  cope  when  they  are  cut  off  from  their  trade? 

My  mother  sold  the  land  for  the  Wardensville  Industrial  Park  in  1976  to  the  Hardy  County  Rural 
Development  Authority.  In  the  nearly  30  years  since,  the  RDA  has  done  little  to  promote  growth  in  the 
eastern  section  of  the  county,  and  even  less  to  promote  the  industrial  park.  The  single  tenant  in  the  park 
is  a  small  cabinet  making  firm.  Apparently,  the  RDA  is  now  seeking  funding  for  a  multi-tenant  building 
for  the  industrial  park  —  although  I  never  heard  about  this  until  I  read  it  in  the  annual  report  of  the 
regional  planning  agency. 

I  have  to  ask  "why?"  There  is  no  need  for  this  kind  of  project,  which  would  hurt  retail  businesses  in 
the  Town  of  Wardensville.   Instead,  the  RDA  should  welcome  —  not  chase  away  —  businesses  for  the 
industrial  park  such  as  electronics,  manufacturing,  and  the  light  industry  for  which  it  was  intended.  The 
Town  government  of  Wardensville,  which  represents  business  owners  and  taxpayers  in  the  area,  was  not 
asked  for  input  on  this  project  and  has  no  representation  on  the  RDA  board.  You  tried  to  address  this 
matter  at  your  regional  meeting  held  in  Moorefield  on  November  8,  1993,  where  policy  makers  and 
officials  from  a  multitude  of  state  and  federal  agencies  were  present.  The  result  of  your  efforts  to  get  the 
RDA  and  the  Town  officials  working  together  was  apparently  a  survey  study  which  the  RDA  drove,  with 
the  Town  was  cut  out  of  the  loop  in  the  type  of  information  that  the  survey  was  to  provide. 

The  RDA  and  other  county-wide  agencies  have  repeatedly  excluded  anyone  who  dares  to  question 
their  wisdom  in  project  funding  and  promotion.  Industry  and  growth  are  for  a  select  few  in  a  select  area 
only.  The  RDA  is  a  powerful  funding  and  development  agency  that  receives  public  money  yet  has  little 
accountability  to  the  people  it  supposedly  serves. 
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Letter  to  Congressman  Bob  Wise 
April  19,  1994 
Page  2 

My  point  here  is  that  Corridor  H  is  supposed  to  bring  economic  development  to  our  region.   For  a 
moment,  let's  not  even  consider  the  massive  environmental  and  scenic  impacts  of  the  road  —  which  will 
be  considerable.  But  looking  at  economic  development  alone,  all  I  see  is  a  road  that  will  bypass  and  cut 
off  our  viable  downtown  business  district,  leaving  further  growth  and  development  planning  in  the  hands 
of  a  Rural  Development  Authority  which  has  never  shown  much  interest  in  our  end  of  the  county  in  the 
first  place. 

Don't  misunderstand  me  —  I'm  very  much  for  economic  growth.  I  would  be  delighted  to  increase  my 
business  at  the  White  Star.  But  Wardensville,  Hardy  County,  and  the  area  of  West  Virginia  which 
Corridor  H  will  affect  is  unique  in  its  terrain,  its  population,  and  its  culture.  These  qualities  that  make  us 
unique  also  limit  the  type  and  size  of  growth  and  industry  we  can  accommodate.  According  to  Region  8's 
annual  report,  and  I  quote: 

"The  mountainous  terrain  of  the  region  greatly  limits  the  areas  that  are  suitable  for 
industrial  development." 

Furthermore,  once  big  development  arrives,  we've  had  trouble  coping  with  it.    Right  now,  Moorefield 
is  having  a  real  hard  time  meeting  the  needs  of  unregulated  industrial  growth.  Adequate  public  utilities, 
housing,  and  well-maintained  secondary  and  feeder  roads  just  aren't  there.  And  Corridor  H  doesn't 
address  those  problems.  People  are  up  in  arms  all  over  the  county  right  now  over  a  subdivision 
regulation,  we  don't  even  have  a  comprehensive  plan  or  any  other  controls  on  unrestricted  growth.  Are 
we  going  to  do  any  better  after  the  road  is  a  reality? 

This  road  will  be  like  putting  a  brand  new  bathroom  in  a  house  without  water  and  sewer  lines.   Looks 
nice,  but  using  it  is  going  to  make  a  pretty  big  stink  under  the  house. 

Corridor  H  will  not  only  erase  downtown  Wardensville  —  a  viable  economic  entity  that  produces 
more  than  four  million  dollars  in  gross  income  each  year  —  but  it  will  eliminate  the  many  other  small, 
economically  viable  towns  along  its  route  ...  towns,  like  mine,  that  are  not  only  cut  off  from  the  road,  but 
cut  out  of  the  decision  loop  on  a  daily  basis. 

As  the  small,  picturesque  towns  die  out,  much  of  the  unique  qualities  which  bring  tourists  to  visit  and 
families  to  settle  here  will  be  lost.  Our  best  and  brightest  will  have  no  incentive  to  stay. 

Congressman  Wise,  1  ask  that  you  reconsider  your  position  on  Corridor  H.  Even  if  the  road  brings 
massive  economic  development,  Hardy  County,  for  one,  is  not  prepared  to  manage  the  growth.    Past 
experience  has  shows  that  funding  and  government  agencies  are  often  unresponsive  to  the  needs  of 
businesses  and  taxpayers  in  the  areas  outside  of  the  county  seats. 

Furthermore,  I  ask  you  —  and  all  the  other  public  officials  who  are  trying  to  sell  us  this  road  —  to 
hold  town  meetings  in  every  small  town  that  will  be  bypassed  by  the  road.   Towns  like  McCauley,  Baker, 
Needmore,  Old  Fields,  Medley,  Scherr,  Bismark,  Davis,  Thomas,  Hambleton,  Parsons,  Montrose,  and 
Kerens.  Come  and  talk  to  us,  the  business  owners  and  taxpayers,  and  tell  us  how  we  are  supposed  to 
survive  this  road  and  its  disastrous  effects. 


Sincerely, 


BetsyAv.  Orndoff- 
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RON  &  KAREN  SMITH,  OWNERS 

PO  BOX  326 

WARDENSVILLE,  WV  26851 


April  14,  1994 


Representative  Bob  Wise 
House  of  Representatives 
House  Office  Building^ 
Washing^ton,  DC  20515 

RE:   Proposed  Corridor  H 

Dear  Representative  Wise: 

We  have  been  business  owners  in  the  town  of  Wardensville,  WV  for  the  last 
several  years.  We  are  very  upset  and  concerned  about  the  proposed  Corridor  H 
road  which  will  go  around  the  town  of  Wardensville,  WV.  Although  our 
business  is  supported  primarily  by  local  people  and  individuals  with  seasonal 
cabins,  we  do  feel  that  a  four-lane  highway  of  this  type  will  adversely  affect  a 
large  portion  of  businesses  in  town  -  such  as  the  restaurants,  gas  stations,  and 
convenience  stores  that  rely  on  traffic  through  the  center  of  town.  If  the 
highway  is  constructed,  most  of  the  vacation  travelers  will  not  have  a  reason  to 
stop  at  the  local  establishments  on  their  way  to  their  destinations.  It  will  be 
much  more  convenient  for  them  to  simply  gas  up  or  eat  at  a  business  along  the 
highway. 

We  are  also  opposed  to  the  highway  because  we  feel  that  West  Virginia  should 
not  look  to  build  four-lane  highways  where  they  are  not  needed  when  the 
regional  roads  are  in  such  poor  shape.  We  currently  travel  every  day  on  a 
county  route  which  is  comprised  of  dirt  and  shale  and  full  of  potholes.  When 
we  have  complained  about  the  condition  of  the  road  and  the  plans  for  paving 
it,  we  are  told  that  "there  is  no  money  for  paving  these  roads".  It  is  amazing 
that  there  is  no  money  in  the  budget  to  fix  the  local  roads  that  local  taxpayers 
travel  on  every  day,  but  there  will  be  plenty  of  money  to  build  and  maintain  a 
multi-million  dollar  superhigh-way. 

We  also  object  to  the  highway  in  that  we  have  lived  the  majority  of  our  lives  in 
Baltimore,  MD  in  a  suburban  environment.  We  moved  to  West  Virginia  nine 
years  ago  because  we  were  attracted  by  the  peace  and  quiet  and  the  lack  of 
excessive  development.  If  this  highway  is  built,  it  will  mean  that  many  of  the 
beautiful  sights  and  landmarks  in  this  area  will  be  destroyed  forever.  The 
amount  of  vehicle  usage  on  the  roads  in  this  area  does  not  warrant  this  type  of 
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hig^hway.  It  would  be  better  to  expand  the  lanes  of  the  existine  highways  and 
perhaps  add  n  passing'  lane  where  possible  than  to  destory  the  environment  for 
the  sake  of  c«  nvenience. 

The  propon-  its  of  this  Corridor  H  hig-hway  tell  us  that  the  development  and 
new  businef  es  that  would  spring  up  due  to  this  highway  justifies  the 
construction.  We  have  yet  to  see  concrete  evidence  that  "x,  y  &  z"  companies 
intend  to  co.istruct  plants  or  build  offices  if  the  highway  is  constructed.  Just 
recently  in  the  Winchester  Star  newspaper  was  an  article  about  another 
corridor  tha  was  built  to  the  Dulles  airport  area  which  was  supposed  to  bring 
econonric  d«;  velopnment  to  the  area.  According  to  the  article,  the  project  had 
large  cost  c  crruns  and  the  State  of  Virginia  is  still  using  money  from  their 
budget  to  pay  off  the  interest  on  the  development  bonds.  It  had  been 
projected  tJ.  :t  the  many  new  businesses  to  the  area  would  bring  in  the  tax 
dollars  to  pa'  for  the  project.  To  date,  this  has  not  happened  according  to  plan. 
It  seems  as  ti  ough  the  same  type  of  situation  could  develop  with  this  proposed 
Corridor  H. 

We  cannot  currently  maintain  the  existing  roads  and  bridges  in  West  Virginia. 
If  Corridor  M  is  built,  manpower  and  budget  dollars  will  go  to  maintaining  that 
road  first  ar  !  the  existing  state  and  county  routes  will  suffer. 

We  have  liv.  d  on  both  sides  of  the  fence,  and  we  know  from  experience  that 
once  this  cos  ridor  is  built,  there  will  be  no  undoing  it.  Once  our  environment 
and  peaceful  existences  are  destroyed,  there  will  be  no  turning  back  the  clock. 


Sincerely  yo'  irs, 


Ron  and  Karon  Smith 
Business  Ow  ■■  lers 
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December  10.  1993 
To  whom  it  may  concern. 

About  one  year  ago,  almost  by  accident,  a  friend  and  I  discovered  the  Monongaheia 
National  Forest.  We  were  both  impressed  with  its  beauty  and  decided  to  winter  camp  there  for  a 
week.  We  discovered  deep  green  mountain  laurel  groves  against  the  clean  white  snow.  Clear, 
unnamed,  and  unmarked  streams.  Fantastic  ice  formations,  wildlife,  and  remarkable  uninhabited 
views.  We  found  the  people  of  the  nearby  towns  very  friendly,  helpful,  and  proud.  About  an  hour 
ago,  again  almost  by  accident,  I  saw  a  map  of  the  proposed  "Corridor  H".  This  is  what  I  have  to 
say  about  it. 

Superhighways  carry  with  them  a  culture  of  gas  stations  and  fast  food  joints.  All  interstates 
are  the  same  no  matter  where  one  goes  in  this  country.  To  bring  this  tidy  homogenization  into 
Eastern  West  Virginia  is  to  destroy  its  essential  character.  It  will  leave  no  reason  to  visit  the  place. 
The  "Corridor  H"  project  intends  to  pave  over  one  of  West  Virginia's  unique  attractions  to  bring 
routine,  bland,  facilities.  These  are  facilities  that  will  bring  a  plethora  of  part-time  high  turn-over 
jobs  and  send  their  economic  profits  and  benefits  to  out-of-state  headquarters;  facilities  that  do 
away  with  small  town  businesses  and  displace  communities;  facilities  that  destroy  an  unrealized 
natural  resource. 

As  a  tourist  in  West  Virginia,  I  brought  in  money  and  left  it  there.  Had  the  corridor  been 
built,  neither  my  person  nor  my  money  would  have  had  reason  to  come  to  the  state.  Likewise,  with 
the  construction,  I  see  less  reason  to  visit  again.  I  may  not  be  alone  in  these  actions  and  feelings. 
The  construction  of  the  superhighway  may  bring  short  term  productivity  and  prosperity.  However, 
asphalt  loses  its  novelty  quickly.  The  mountains  and  forests  of  Monongaliela  are  priceless  and  will 
always  be  uniquely  beautiful.  Please  emphasize  and  utilize  in  a  wise  manner  the  resources  which 
you  are  so  lucky  to  posses. 

As  a  biology  major  I  will  thank  you  for  your  consideration  towards  nature  and  future 
generations. 

As  a  Vermonter  I  will  thank  you  for  allowing  West  Virginia  the  ability  to  remain  a  proud 
independent  slate. 

As  a  tourist  I  will  thank  you  with  more  money  in  the  future. 

Sincerely, 


Benjamin  Weinstock 
Senior  in  Biology  and  ChemisU^, 
University  of  Vermont,  X'io  CoH"'^  S'-f  -, 
Burlington,  Vermont.  oSMo) 
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April  22,  1994 


Alan  B.  MoUohan 

Isl  District 

2242  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Sir, 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  voice  my  opposition  to  Corridor  H. 

I  had  the  opportunity  to  talk  with  you  last  year  at  my  place  of  employment,  the  Grant  County  Press  in 
Petersburg.  I  am,  as  I  was  then,  very  much  opposed  to  Corridor  H. 

My  husband  and  I  own  a  small  business  at  our  home  on  Jordan  Run  Road,  Maysville,  and  realize  this  new 
highway  will  do  more  harm  than  good  for  us  by  routing  the  traffic  away  from  us.  But,  aside  from  this,  we 
also  want  to  keep  our  area  beautiful  and  don' t  want  the  influx  of  people  from  the  city  this  highway  will  bring. 
I'm  sure  there  are  a  lot  of  people  like  us,  who  are  native  Grant  Couniians,  and  feel  the  same  way  wc  do,  but 
are  not  taking  the  time  to  write.  Wc  are  the  common  people  here  and  arc  not  able  to  leave  our  jobs  and  go 
to  Washington  to  show  our  opposition,  even  if  wc  wanted  to  travel  to  the  city. 

Thanking  you  in  advance  for  your  support  and  vote  against  Corridor  H. 


rciy 


RaV  an4  Sandra  W. 
HC  86,  Box  53 
Maysville,  WV  26833 
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HC  80,  Box  98 
Maysville,  WV   26833 
April  12,  1994 

Congressman  Alan  Mollohan 
U.S.  Capitol 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Mr.  Mollohan: 

I  am  a  native  West  Virginian,  and  I  have  worked  in  Grant  County 
for  the  past  3  0  years  as  a  building  contractor.  I  oppose  the 
Corridor  H  highway.   In  business  and  personal  contacts  with  local 
residents,  I  am  convinced  that  a  large  majority  of  West 
Virginians  do  not  want  this  highway.   Many  of  us  voiced  our 
opinion  to  our  elected  officials  and  the  WVDOH  on  this  issue. 
Yet,  the  message  we  continue  to  receive  is  that  this  is  a  done 
deal .   Why? 

Those  of  us  who  chose  to  live  and  work  in  West  Virginia 
sacrificed  the  social  and  economic  gains  of  an  urbanized 
lifestyle.   We  made  a  choice.   We  disagree  that  our  area 
"suffers"  and  that  a  highway  will  "fix"  our  "problems."   We 
believe  that  our  rural  rugged  mountainous  land  has  the  right  to 
exist  for  its  own  values,  high  values  for  us.   In  my  observation, 
proponents  for  this  highway  are  those  who  will  realize  personal 
gains  if  the  highway  is  built- -not  the  majority  of  citizens  who 
chose  to  live  and  work  in  this  area. 


Sincerely, 

Richard  W.  Cook 

President 

Cook  Construction 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  welcome  both  of 
you,  and  let  me  just  say  for  the  record  so  there  is  no  misunder- 
standing, with  regard  to  the  State  of  Virginia  this  road  enters  into 
my  Congressional  District,  and  I  will  do  everything  I  can  to  see 
that  this  road  never  enters  into  my  district.  I  got  out  and  I  walked 
the  area.  I  have  been  through  the  area.  I  have  looked  at  the  traffic 
counts  in  the  area. 

I  guess  what  happens  in  West  Virginia,  in  your  State  is  a  dif- 
ferent issue,  but  the  people  of  my  area  do  not  want  it,  and  I  looked 
at  it  carefully  before  I  made  my  decision  on  it,  and  so  I  guess  if 
it  is  built,  I  guess  West  Virginia  will  have  to  widen  it  down  and 
blend  it,  but  at  the  State  line  it  will  not  come  into  our  State.  I  will 
do  everything  I  possibly  can  to  see  that  it  does  not  come  into  the 
State,  that  it  does  not  connect  up,  because  to  destroy  that  pristine 
area  and  when  you  look  at  the  traffic  counts,  I  wouldn't  want  it  on 
my  conscience  that  I  didn't  do  everjrthing  I  can. 

Now,  I  guess  what  you  all  do  in  West  Virginia,  I  don't  know  how 
that  is  going  to  come  out,  but  I  just  want  to  say  with  regard  to  our 
area,  and  as  you  know,  I  have  been  in  touch  with  the  Governor  on 
it.  I  have  been  in  touch  with  the  Highway  Department,  and  so 
West  Virginia  may  go  ahead  and  do  what  they  are  going  to  do,  but 
we  are  going  to  make  ever3^hing  stop  at  the  State  line.  Now,  at  the 
State  line  I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  do  some  improvements  with 
regard  to  some  of  the  turns  that  are  more  dangerous,  to  straighten 
the  road  out,  and  perhaps  have  a  third  lane  on  that  highway — 
where  the  trucks  have  gone  up  or  something  like  that,  but  when 
I  think  of  the  people  that  have  lived  in  there  for  all  those  years, 
so  I  really  don't  have  a  question. 

I  want  to  thank  both  of  you  for  taking  the  time  to  come,  but  just 
to  say  with  regard  to  the  Commonwealth,  the  State  of  Virginia, 
which  I  represent,  we  are  just  going  to  do  everything  to  make  sure 
it  never,  ever,  ever  darkens  our  door.  When  it  comes  to  that  State 
line,  again,  we  can't  go  back  in  in  West  Virginia,  what  they  do,  but 
for  our  region,  it  is  just  not  wanted  and  it  is  not  needed. 

I  have  no  questions.  I  just  wanted  to  make  that  comment. 

Mr.  COOGAN.  For  your  information.  Congressman,  a  point  of  in- 
terest, the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  that  was  pre- 
pared by  Baker  Engineering,  the  safest  section  of  the  120-mile  long 
corridor  is  Virginia's  section  of  55,  so  it  is  commendable  that  we 
are  looking  at  that  and  thinking  that  it  needs  to  be  upgraded  be- 
cause it  is  the  safest  section  of  the  entire  studied  area. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  on  that  section  there  have  been  a  couple  of 
accidents. 

Mr.  CooGAN.  There  have,  but  it  has  the  best  record  of  the  entire 
project. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  don't  know,  maybe  they  should  look  at  a  park- 
way or  a  scenic  approach  or  something  like  that  in  the  other  area, 
but  I  do  think  it  needs  the  improvement,  and  I  have  made  it  clear 
to  Mr.  Bushman  and  VDOT  that  there  are  some  areas,  and  you 
know  which  ones  we  are  talking  about,  that  we  can  improve  and 
upgrade  it,  but  I  don't  think  there  is  any  justification  to  bring  a 
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four-lane  road  in  there.  It  would  destroy  all  the  homes  and  it  would 
do  other  damage. 

I  guess  each  person  has  to  ask  themselves  how  they  would  feel 
if  a  highway  like  this  came  through  their  own  home.  My  house  is 
important  to  me,  my  wife  and  I,  we  bought  the  property,  we  found 
the  property,  we  cleared  the  property.  I  have  bird  house  boxes  out 
there  on  the  property.  We  have  deer  that  graze  in  the  backyard 
and  a  little  pond  that  has  bass  fishing  in  it,  so  I  kind  of  view  the 
way  that  I  feel  about  my  property,  I  have  ascribed  the  same  values 
and  the  same  feelings  to  other  people. 

Your  home  is  your  castle.  For  the  area  I  represent  I  feel  an  obli- 
gation, an  obligation,  and  just  so  the  record  shows,  this  is  not  a 
great,  I  know,  political  thing.  There  are  a  handful  of  people  that 
live  in  this  region.  This  would  certainly  not  swing  the  balance  in 
any  kind  of  an  election  or  anything  like  that.  It  is  a  very  minuscule 
amount,  but  all  you  have  got  to  do  is  look  at  it  and  walk  it  and 
look  at  the  traffic  counts.  It  just  ought  not  be  done,  but  I  have  no 
questions.  I  just  wanted  to  make  it  clear  what  my  position  is  for 
the  record  and  thank  you  both  for  coming. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
HOOSIER  AUDUBON  COUNCIL 

WITNESS 
NILES  ROSENQUIST,  CHAIRMAN 

Mr.  Price.  Our  final  witnesses  are  from  the  State  of  Indiana.  I 
will  call  them  all  at  once,  if  they  don't  object,  to  the  table.  From 
the  Hoosier  Audubon  Council  we  have  the  Chairman,  Niles 
Rosenquist;  from  Protect  Our  Woods,  Al  Tinsley;  from  Citizens  for 
Appropriate  Rural  Roads,  Thomas  Tokarski;  from  the  Hoosier 
Chapter  Sierra  Club  and  the  Indiana  Division  of  the  Izaak  Walton 
League,  Bill  Hayden;  and  finally  Andrew  Knott,  who  is  the  Air  and 
Energy  Policy  Director  of  the  Hoosier  Environmental  Council  Ac- 
tion Fund. 

We  welcome  all  of  you  here.  We  appreciate  your  joining  us.  We 
will  hear  from  each  of  you  briefly.  Mr.  Rosenquist,  why  don't  we 
turn  to  you  first. 

Mr.  Rosenquist.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Wolf, 
for  this  opportunity  to  speak.  I  am  here  with  the  group  to  speak 
on  the  proposed  extension  of  Indiana  Interstate  69  from  Indianap- 
olis to  Evansville,  Indiana  in  the  southwest  comer  of  the  State, 
that  is  about  a  90-mile  extension  of  the  highway,  a  four-lane  new 
terrain  highway. 

I  am  here  speaking,  first  of  all,  as  a  resident,  an  18-year  resident 
of  Evansville,  Indiana.  I  am  also  Chairman  of  the  Hoosier  Audubon 
Council,  a  coordinating  group  for  the  12  chapters  of  the  National 
Audubon  Society  in  Indiana.  This  highway,  if  built,  has  been  de- 
scribed as  potentially  the  most  costly  by  far  highway  in  the  State 
of  Indiana  since  the  development  of  the  interstate  highway  system. 

I  am  going  to  argue  today  that  there  is  insufficient  support  at 
each  stage  in  the  development  of  this  proposal  in  Indiana  to  justify 
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that  kind  of  commitment.  I  am  also  going  to  argue  today  that  the 
proponents  of  this  highway,  who  are  urging  this  committee  to  ap- 
propriate another  $54  million  for  its  construction,  are  urging  this 
incremental  funding  which  would  be  just  a  small  fraction  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  highway,  which  is  generally  estimated  around  a 
billion  dollars  without  really  knowing  where  the  rest  of  the  money 
to  build  this  highway  would  come  from. 

My  concern,  my  bottom  line  concern  here  is  that  this  money 
would  be — either  one  or  two  alternatives  would  occur.  This  money 
would  be  spent  to  design  a  highway  that  is  never  built  or  the  other 
possibility  is  that  this  sort  of  incremental  spending  process  would 
continue  until  ultimately  the  supporters  of  this  highway  gets  to  the 
point  where  they  could  successfully  argue  that  we  have  just  spent 
too  much  money  already  regardless  of  all  the  other  consider- 
ations— and  you  will  be  hearing  about  that  from  others  today — ^this 
highway  should  be  completed  simply  because  of  the  expense  that 
has  already  been  put  into  it. 

In  terms  of  the  support  for  the  highway,  first  of  all,  the  economic 
feasibility  study  that  was  conducted  in  1990  on  this  highway  did 
not  support  construction  of  this  highway.  This  study  was  funded  by 
Congress.  It  was  administered  by  the  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation.  It  was  conducted  by  a  well-qualified  consulting 
firm.  They  did  the  usual  things.  They  had  public  meetings  around 
southwest  Indiana. 

They  surveyed  hundreds  of  industries.  They  had  individual  con- 
sultations. The  bottom  line  from  their  methodological  work  there 
was  an  insufficient  benefit  cost  ratio  for  this  highway  to  justify  its 
construction.  They  came  up  with  a  number,  1.23,  as  the  best  pos- 
sible benefit  cost  ratio. 

Now,  if  the  highway  supporters  were  here  you  would  be  hearing 
a  great  deal  about  the  economic  benefits  of  this  highway.  The  im- 
portant point  here  is  that  in  this  benefit  cost  ratio  for  the  first  time 
in  Indiana  because  Congress  mandated  it,  economic  benefits  as 
well  as  the  traditional  highway  user  benefits  were  included  in  the 
benefit  cost  survey,  so  economic  business  attraction,  business  ex- 
pansion, tourism  were  all  part  of  this  feasibility  study  as  well  as 
safety  and  travel  time. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  even  when  this  most  comprehensive  ef- 
fort at  capturing  all  that  was  done,  there  just  wasn't  enough  eco- 
nomic benefit  to  justify  this  highway.  The  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation  recently  came  up  with  a  much  higher  benefit  cost 
ratio  of  4.1  for  another  congressional  committee.  It  is  interesting  to 
look  at  that.  They  completely  abandoned  in  that  analysis  any  at- 
tempt to  look  at  long-term  economic  development.  Their  major  ben- 
efits are,  in  fact,  what  they  call  construction  benefits.  It  is  just  the 
short-term  surge  in  the  local  economy  that  is  generated  by  the  con- 
struction activity  itself. 

It  just  peters  out  a  few  years  after  the  construction  is  completed. 
That  is  just  not  the  appropriate  way  to  justify  a  billion-dollar 
project.  Further,  the  highway  hasn't  been  supported  substantially 
in  the  Evansville  community.  That  is  where  I  come  from.  The  origi- 
nal hearings  in  Evansville  were  poorly  attended.  The  Evansville 
Courier  did  a  survey  in  1992.  Only  38  percent  of  the  people  sur- 
veyed in  Evansville  indicated  that  they  were  very  supportive  of  this 
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highway.  That  was  a  weak  fourth  ranking  among  seven  economic 
development  issues  in  the  survey. 

Additionally,  23  percent  said  it  was  not  at  all  important,  that 
was  the  highest  negative  ranking  of  that  sort  of  all  the  27  issues 
that  were  surveyed  at  that  time.  The  people  in  Evansville  just  don't 
feel  isolated  like  many  people  have  complained  about  this,  have 
claimed  as  a  reason  for  this  highway.  We  have  good  highways 
going  in  four  different  directions  from  Evansville.  Three  of  them 
are  interstate  quality.  We  have  good  connections  to  several  regional 
cities.  We  just  don't  yearn  that  much  to  save  a  few  minutes  off  our 
occasional  trips  to  Indianapolis. 

My  final  point  is  that  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation 
has  not  really  substantively  supported  this  highway.  They  say  they 
support  it.  They  encourage  the  highway  boosters,  but  when  it 
comes  down  to  the  critical  point  of  committing  the  funds  that  they 
have  control  over,  they  have  said,  no.  They  get  about  $400  million 
a  year  in  their  annual  standard  distributions  of  highway  trust  fund 
money.  They  say  they  will  not  use  any  of  this  for  this  highway. 
They  have  other  higher  priority  uses  for  it  apparently.  They  are, 
instead,  claiming  that  this  highway  has  to  be  funded  as  a  dem- 
onstration project  with  special  funding  from  Congress.  That,  I  feel, 
is  ludicrous. 

Anybody  who  is  familiar  with  demonstration  projects,  you  don't 
build  billion-dollar  projects  at  demonstration  project  kind  of  fund- 
ing levels,  so  that  brings  me  back  to  my  original  point  that  the  sup- 
porters of  this  highway  are  urging  incremental  funding.  They  don't 
know  where  the  rest  of  the  money  is  going  to  come  from  to  build 
the  highway.  I  urge  you  not  to  burden  the  taxpayers  and  the  people 
of  Indiana  with  this  program  that  just  isn't  justifiable. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Niles  Rosenquist  follows:] 
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Testimony  from  the  Hoosier  Audubon  Council  Before  the  Transportation 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  of  the  US  Bouse  of  Representatives  on 
;^ril  25,  1994. 

Presented  by  Niles  Rosenquist,  Chairman 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  request  for  funding 
for  the  proposed  extension  of  Interstate-69  from  Indianapolis  to 
Evansville,  Indiana. 

I  am  speaking  today  both  as  an  18  year  resident  of  Evansville, 
Indiana  and  as  chairman  of  the  Hoosier  Audubon  Council,  a  state-wide 
coordinating  group  for  the  14  chapters  and  affiliates  of  the  National 
Audubon  Society  in  Indiana. 

The  proposed  Evansville  to  Indianapolis  Highway  has  been  described  as 
a  project  that  would  require  funding  of  much  greater  magnitude  than 
any  other  roadway  project  attempted  in  the  state  of  Indiana  since  the 
beginning  of  the  Interstate  Highway  system  (1).  I  will  argue  today 
that  at  each  stage  in  the  development  of  this  proposal,  there  has 
clearly  been  an  insufficient  level  of  support  for  this  project  in 
Indiana  to  justify  such  an  enormous  commitment  of  our  public  resour- 
ces. More  specifically,  I  will  argue  that  today  the  proponents  of 
this  highway  are  urging  this  committee  to  appropriate  substantial 
additional  funding  for  this  highway  that  would,  however,  cover  only  a 
very  small  fraction  of  its  total  costs  while  having  no  real  plan  for 
obtaining  the  remainder  of  the  funding. 

In  my  opinion,  this  strategy,  if  this  committee  allows  it  by  approv- 
ing the  funding,  will  lead  to  one  of  two  possible  unfortunate 
outcomes.  One  would  be  the  expenditure  of  millions  more  of  our  tax 
dollars  on  consultants  and  engineers  to  plan  and  design  a  highway 
that  is  never  built.  The  other,  worse  case  would  be  the  construction 
of  an  environmentally-destructive  highway  that  is  neither  needed  or 
wanted  by  most  citizens  of  Indiana,  with  the  most  compelling  argument 
for  its  construction  eventually  being  that  too  much  money  has  been 
sunk  into  it  and  we  have  to  continue  in  order  to  save  what  we  can 
from  the  investment. 


The  proposed  highway  was  not  supported  by  in  the  1990  Economic 
Feasibility  Study. 

Beginning  in  late  1988,  the  consulting  firm  of  Donohue  &  Associates 
conducted  an  economic  feasibility  study  (2)  of  the  alternative 
proposals  for  construction  of  a  new  highway  in  SW  Indiana.  The  study 
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was  funded  by  a  $475,000  Congressional  appropriation  and  was  admin- 
istered by  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  (INDOT).  The 
study  was  based  on  existing  economic  and  traffic  statistics  for  the 
area,  on  information  gathered  at  a  series  of  10  public  meetings  and 
additional  smaller  group  discussion  with  interested  parties  and  on 
information  from  over  600  survey  forms  that  were  returned  by  local 
companies.  The  information  was  analyzed  using  established  economic 
methodologies.  The  conclusion  Donohue  came  to  was  that  due  to  low 
benefit/cost  ratios,  construction  was  not  recommended  for  any  of  the 
alternatives  considered. 

It  is  essential  to  note  that  the  Congressional  mandate  for  this  study 
specifically  requested  that  regional  economic  development  benefits  be 
taken  into  account (3).  Thus,  for  the  first  time  in  Indiana,  "business 
expansion",  "business  attraction"  and  "tourism"   for  both  the  Evans- 
ville  area  and  for  the  rural  counties  through  which  the  highway  would 
pass  were  considered  along  with  the  more  traditional  highway  user 
benefits  of  travel  time,  safety  and  vehicle  operating  efficiency.  The 
only  costs  considered  were  construction  costs.  Even  with  this  advan- 
tage over  other  studies,  benefit/cost  ratios  were  insufficient. 

The  simple  fact  here  is  that  the  highway  would  certainly  bring  some 
economic  benefit  to  the  areas  affected,  but  not  enough  to  justify  its 
enormous  cost. 

The  proponents  of  this  highway  have  been  undeterred  by  this  study. 
They  continue  to  make  broad  claims  for  its  economic  benefits.  Their 
various  studied  and  reports  where  they  have  attempted  to  refute  the 
Donohue  study  have  been  based  on  opinion,  speculation,  anecdotal 
evidence  and  questionable  new  assumptions  about  benefits  (while, 
incidentally,  retaining  the  narrowest  possible  definition  of 
"costs"),  not  on  systematic  collection  and  analysis  of  facts. 

I  will  only  specifically  comment  here  on  the  latest  of  these,  an 
economic  analysis  of  the  project  submitted  by  INDOT  on  December  20, 
1993  to  Congressman  Nick  Rahall  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Surface 
Transportation (4 ) .  This  study  calculated  a  favorable  benefit/cost 
ration  for  the  project  of  4.1.  The  information  provided  in  this  two 
page  document  is  too  sketchy  to  judge  whether  the  numerical  values 
used  in  the  calculations  can  be  justified,  but  that  is  hardly  nec- 
essary since  it  is  clearly  flawed  in  its  basic  assumptions.  In  this 
document,  INDOT,  rather  astonishingly,  completely  abandons  any 
attempt  to  justify  the  highway  in  terms  of  its  long-term  economic 
benefits.  The  major  component  of  its  "benefits"  is  "economic  return 
on  construction",  i.e.  the  short  term  economic  surge  in  the  local 
area  fueled  directly  by  the  expenditure  of  our  tax  money  on  the 
construction.  Donohue  explicitly  rejected  (5)  use  of  these 
"construction  benefits"  both  for  the  obvious  reason  that  our  public 
funds  should  be  directed  towards  projects  that  provide  permanent, 
long-term  benefits  and  for  the  practical  reason  that  for  meaningful 
comparisons  of  benefit/cost  ratios,  all  competing  projects  would  have 
to  include  construction  benefits  also. 

Without  these  construction  benefits  the  benefit/cost  ratio  using 
INDOT 's  data  on  travel  time  and  safety  benefits  is  less  than  one. 
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The  proposed  highway  has  an  insufficient  level  of  support  in  the 
Evansville  community. 

From  the  beginning  of  the  process  of  developing  this  highway  pro- 
posal there  has  been  little  evidence  of  broad-based  interest  and 
enthusiasm  for  it  in  the  Evansville  community.  The  response  to  the 
first  public  meeting  on  the  proposal  is  best  described  by  a  quote 
from  the  October  12,  1988  Evansville  Courier.  "A  good  turnout  for  the 
meeting  was  termed  crucial  for  the  Evansville  forces,  who  support  a 
four-lane  highway  from  Evansville  to  Indianapolis  or  Bloomington. 
The  crowd  was  clearly  a  disappointment  to  the  mayor,  the  chamber  of 
commerce  and  other  leaders  who  had  hoped  for  a  capacity  crowd.  The 
crowd  appeared  even  smaller  because  the  hearing  was  held  in  the  large 
Vanderburgh  Auditorium,  which  seats  2,001."  Attendance  was  estimated 
at  about  400.  The  two  follow-up  meetings  in  Evansville  had  even 
smaller  crowds. 

Certainly  the  most  systematic  measure  of  Evansville  residents'  opin- 
ion on  the  highway  came  as  part  of  a  poll  (6)  that  the  Evansville 
Courier  conducted  in  August,  1992  and  published  in  October,  1992.  On 
the  question  of  the  importance  of  the  highway  to  Indianapolis,  the 
responses  were  as  follows: 

38%  very  important   28%  somewhat   11%  only  a  little   23%  not  at  all 

To  put  this  in  perspective,  the  38%  "very  important"  response  put  the 
highway  at  fourth  place  among  seven  economic  issues  covered  and  the 
23%  negative  response  was  the  highest  for  all  of  the  27  issues  of  all 
types  included  in  the  survey.  The  Courier's  summary  statements 
reflecting  people's  attitudes  included  "Many  don't  believe  it  would 
attract  new  jobs  to  the  area.", "they  think  the  almost  $1  billion  cost 
can't  be  justified",  "local  residents  said  they  think  the  highway 
would  do  little  more  than  cut  a  few  minutes  off  the  drive  to  the 
state  capital-where  they  seldom  go". 

In  the  1  1/2  years  since  the  poll,  there  has  been  no  similarly  mean- 
ingful measure  of  public  opinion  in  Evansville,  but  I  will  offer  here 
my  opinion  that  support  for  the  highway  is  steadily  decreasing.  I 
feel  that  highway  opponents  have  been  increasingly  successful  through 
the  news  media  in  getting  their  position  known,  and  getting  out  the 
facts  that  back  up  that  position.  In  Evansville,  I  have  been  the  most 
active  and  I  have  received  a  substantial  amount  of  positive  feedback 
from  all  types  of  individuals  I  meet  in  my  everyday  life. 

As  a  note  of  explanation  here,  I  should  point  out  that  contrary  to 
the  claims  of  some  highway  boosters,  Evansville  residents  do  not  feel 
isolated.  We  have  good  highways  leading  in  four  directions  from  the 
city,  three  of  them  full  interstate  quality,  and  our  businesses  have 
good  rail  connections  and  the  special  advantage  of  river  barge  trans- 
port. We  do  not  have  a  direct,  straight-line  connection  to  Indiana- 
polis and  central  Indiana  but,  in  fact,  Evansville  has  never  really 
felt  a  particularly  close  affinity  to  that  region.  Evansville's 
traditional  business,  cultural  and  recreational  ties  have  been  with 
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the  other  cities  with  which  we  share  the  major  river  corridors.  St. 
Louis,  Missouri  is  the  largest  of  these,  and  the  insistence  of  the 
residents  of  the  five  counties  of  the  Evansville  area  to  remain  in 
the  Central  Time  Zone  with  St.  Louis  instead  of  joining  most  of  the 
rest  of  Indiana  in  the  Eastern  Time  Zone  is  the  best  evidence  for 
this  affinity. 

The  proposed  highway  lacks  substantial  support  from  the  Indiana 
Department  of  Transportation. 

INDOT  under  the  Bayh  administration  has  indicated  on  numerous  occas- 
sions  its  support  for  this  highway  proposal.  Elected  officials  and 
top  officials  in  the  department  have  repeatedly  made  public  state- 
ments in  favor  of  it  and  have  given  encouragement  to  the  highway 
boosters.  INDOT  has  begun  spending  over  $30  million  in  special  fed- 
eral funds  budgeted  for  the  highway  in  1989  to  1991. 

INDOT,  however,  fails  to  support  the  highway  when  a  substantive 
commitment  of  the  funds  it  has  control  over  is  necessary.  INDOT 
receives  over  $400  million  annually  as  its  share  of  the  distributions 
from  the  federal  Highway  Trust  Fund.  Recent  public  statements  by 
Commissioner  Fred  P'Pool  indicate  clearly  that  INDOT  is  not  willing 
to  spend  any  of  that  money  on  this  proposed  highway.  Apparently,  when 
the  time  comes  for  INDOT  to  make  tough  choices  on  the  allocation  of 
its  available  funds  among  the  many  projects  before  it,  this  project 
does  not  make  the  priority  list  for  funding,  notwithstanding  all  of 
the  Bayh  administration's  easy  and  politically-convenient  gestures  of 
support. 

Commissioner  P'Pool  has  argued  that  since  Indiana  is  a  "doner  state" 
to  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  it  does  not  have  sufficient  funds  for  such 
an  ambitious  new  project  and  that  demonstration  project  funding  is 
therefore  necessary (7) .   What  he  overlooks  here  is  that,  while 
Indiana  is  still  a  doner  state,  it  is  now  getting  a  substantially 
more  generous  annual  distribution  from  the  Trust  Fund  than  it  did 
when  this  highway  was  first  proposed (7, 8) .  Because  of  an  overall 
increased  level  of  funding  and  because  of  the  successful  efforts  of 
Indiana's  congressional  delegation  to  improve  the  distribution 
formula  for  Indiana,  the  1991  ISTEA  law  is  providing  a  67%  increase 
in  funding  for  Indiana  ($136  Million  more  per  year) (8).  Even  with 
this  improved  funding,  INDOT  apparently  cannot  justify  expenditures 
for  the  1-69  extension. 

It  is  surprising  to  hear  INDOT  proposing  that  a  $1  billion  project  be 
funded  as  a  demonstration  project.  Anyone  with  the  most  cursory 
understanding  of  federal  transportation  funding  will  realize  that 
there  is  nowhere  near  the  amount  of  funding  of  that  type  available  to 
support  such  a  large  project.  As  I  see  it,  the  only  two  possible 
explanations  are  either  that  Indiana's  top  highway  planning 
professionals  are  very  poorly  informed  about  the  process  which 
provides  their  department  with  most  of  its  funds  or  that  they  are 
counting  on  the  public  to  be  sufficiently  uninformed  about  that 
process  so  that  their  call  for  our  congressional  delegation  to 
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provide  demonstration  project  funding  will  deflect  any  criticism  or 
pressure  regarding  funding  from  them. 

With  this  weak  and  ambivalent  support  from  the  constituencies  most 
essential  to  the  project,  the  highway  proponents  nevertheless 
continue  promote  an  aggressive  construction  schedule. 

Possibly  the  best  evidence  of  a  basically  flawed  strategy  by  the 
highway  proponents  is  in  the  relatively  recent  decision  to  begin 
construction  at  the  southern  end  of  the  route  instead  of  in  the 
north,  as  had  been  the  plan  for  several  years.  (<7)  The  elected 
officials  who  announced  this  in  October,  1992  gave  engineering 
problems,  environmental  issues  and  high  construction  costs  in  the 
northern  segment  as  reasons  to  start  in  the  south.   A  likely  addit- 
ional factor  is  that  public  opposition  is  greater  in  the  northern 
section.  This  change  had  to  be  included  in  a  "technical  correction" 
of  ISTEA  in  1993  because  funding  in  the  1991  ISTEA  had  been  speci- 
fically for  the  northern  segment. 

I  see  this  not  as  a  mere  "technical"  issue  but  rather  as  an  effort 
to  cause  the  taxpayers  to  commit  to  this  project  while  critical 
construction  and  environmental  issues  are  still  poorly  understood. 
In  effect,  this  strategy  would  result  in  the  expenditure  of  an 
estimated  $250  million  on  the  project  where  construction  is  fastest 
and  easiest.  The  inevitable  result  once  a  sum  of  this  magnitude  is 
expended  would  be  completion  of  the  project,  regardless  of  the  costs. 

In  summary,  I  will  just  ask  that  you  not  burden  the  taxpayers  and 
the  citizens  of  Indiana  with  this  unjustifiable  highway  proposal. 
I  urge  you  to  deny  this  funding  request. 
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Co  trucks  are  traditionally  a  part  of  user  benefit  analysis,  the  value  of 
these  benefits  has  been  included  as  a  user  benefit  in  these  tables  to  allow 
for  the  development  of  a  "traditional"  user  benefit/cost  ratio. 

Indirect  business  benefits  have  not  been  Included  in  these  user  benefit 
totals.  These  indirect  benefits  remain  as  "business  expansion"  benefits. 
Safety  and  operating  cost  benefits  to  both  trucks  and  autos  are  included  in 
all  cases  in  the  user  benefit  totals. 

Construction  Benefits 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  economic  benefits  associated  with  construc- 
tion activity  were  not  included  In  the  benefit  stream  of  any  of  the  alter- 
natives under  study.  Construction  spending  benefits  were  not  included  for 
several  reasons. 

The  subsequent  chapter  (Chapter  11)  on  funding  makes  clear  that  the 
only  viable  source  for  the  vast  majority  of  all  funds  required  to  construct 
any  of  the  proposed  improvements  would  be  a  Congressional  appropriation. 
Since  such  an  appropriation  would  likely  be  a  part  of  a  larger  highway 
construction  program,  federal  highway  officials  and  national  legislators 
must  compare  the  benefits  of  making  an  investment  in  a  Southwest  Indiana 
highway  with  those  which  would  result  from  a  comparable  investment  anywhere 
else  in  the  United  States. 

Were  construction  benefits  to  be  included  in  this  project  as  a  benefit, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  subtract  from  the  benefit  total  an  amount  equal  to 
the  value  of  the  short-run  economic  Impact  of  the  most  likely  alternative 
use  of  the  funds  available.  If  this  were  any  other  highway  construction 
project,  the  effect  of  deducting  these  benefits  would  be  offset  and  cancel 
out  the  construction  benefits  themselves,  leaving  only  long-run  benefits  of 
the  kind  analyzed  in  this  report.  Only  by  looking  exclusively  at  perma- 
nent,  long-run  benefits  can  highway  Investment  alternatives  be  distinguish,: 
e'd  "meaningful  from~oni  another  ih  terms  of  their  economic  impacts.  If 
construction  impacts  are  considered  routinely^  the"""effect  is  to  distort 
decision-making  toward  the  largest  project,  which  offers  the  greatest  con- 
struction period  impact  as  a  result  of  its  indirect  and  induced  economic 
impacts,  irrespective  of  the  long-run,  permanent  value  to  the  region  in 
which  It  is  built. 

If  the  proposed  improvement  were  being  financed  from  a  one-time  appro- 
priation from  local  sources,  it  would  fair  and  important  to  note  the  magni- 
tude of  construction  benefits  and  include  them  as  part  of  the  benefit 
assessment  since  the  money  was  being  appropriated  for  this  project  only, 
and  otherwise  it  would  not  be  spent.  Thus,  if  the  southwest  counties  form- 
ed a  Multiple  County  Infrastructure  Authority,  and  local  officials  were 
seeking  to  identify  local  benefits  from  the  income  tax  required  to  pay  for 
the  road,  it  would  be  appropriate  to  include  construction  benefits.  On  the 
other  hand,  since  the  majority  of  funds  for  the  project  are  assumed  to  come 
from  state  and  federal  programs,   which   can  be  used  to  fund  other  highway 
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improvement  projects  during  the  appropriation  period,  construction  benefits 
should  not  be  included,  since  they  are  expected  to  affect  all  projects 
equally,  in  direct  proportion  to  their  size. 

Because  it  is  recognized  that  construction  period  benefits  are  of  sub- 
stantial local  interest,  construction  benefits  are  shown  for  each  of  the 
alignments  in  Appendix  C. 

The  Cost  Framework 
Costs  of  the  highway  improvements,  including  construction  and  right-of- 
way  costs,  were  developed  through  a  comprehensive  engineering  analysis 
(Chapter  4).  These  cost  estimates  exclude  operation  and  maintenance  costs, 
which  would  represent  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  total  project  costs. 
Costs  associated  with  environmental  mitigation  were  also  excluded  from  the 
estimates  used  here.  Mitigation  costs  are  highly  site  specific  and  cannot 
be  included  at  this  time  since  the  final  locations  for  the  alternatives 
were  not  identified. 

While  it  is  recognized  that  traditional  efficiency  evaluation  does  not 
include  financing  costs,  such  costs  have  been  Included  in  this  study.  The 
case  for  including  these  costs  rests  on  the  concerns  expressed  by  federal, 
state  and  local  elected  and  appointed  officials  as  well  as  residents  con- 
cerning the  ability  of  government  to  finance  this  project.  Thus,  the 
benefit/cost  ratios  and  net  present  benefit  values  include  financing  costs 
associated  with  the  use  of  the  Illustrative  funding  strategy  presented  in 
Chapter  11.  Debt  service  costs  for  each  alternative  were  determined,  based 
on  the  proportion  of  total  cost  which  would  require  borrowing. 

All  costs  were  assumed  to  occur  in  equal  annual  increment  beginning  in 
1995  and  ending  in  1999,  while  financing  costs  (when  Included)  were  assumed 
to  be  incurred  through  the  year  2020. 

Business  Attraction  Scenarios 

Two  scenarios  were  developed  to  evaluate  the  business  attraction  bene- 
fits for  each  of  the  proposed  routes.  These  are  termed  the  realistic  and 
optimistic  scenarios  and  were  described  In  Chapter  8  (p.  8.7  to  8.8). 

Although  two  scenarios  were  developed,  the  optimistic  scenario  clearly 
represents  a  highly  unlikely  set  of  circumstances ,^ taken  in  its  entirety. 
These  assumptions  are  in  several  cases  outside  of  the  ability  of  any  econo- 
mic development  professionals  to  control;  require  the  expenditure  of  sub- 
stantial funds,  in  addition  to  substantial  amounts  of  time  to  implement; 
and  constitute  the  outside  limit  of  advantageous  conditions  which  might 
occur  in  the  region  at  some  point  In  the  future.  It  was  the  judgement  of 
the  study  team  that  this  optimistic  scenario  Is  unlikely  and  the  realistic 
assumptions  best  reflect  the  set  of  conditions  which  would  occur  in  South- 
west Indiana.  Thus,  only  realistic  assumptions  were  used  to  guide  the 
recommendations  of  the  study.  Data  for  the  optimistic  scenario  is  included 
for  informational  purposes  only. 
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whils  warkins  toward  a  buaincaa 
d«tT«s  at  the  Uni*aruty  of  Evaxia- 
<nl]a.  But  ha  docan  t  txpKt  to  fiiid 
full- Una  work  heraaflor  hafradu- 
aUa  from  col  left 

'I'm  a  black  (nal*.  and  iti  hard 
for  black  men  to  find  a  lob  In  Cr- 
anavilla.'*  aaid  Banka  "Crartavilla 
la  20  Tcara  behind- " 

"111  ha»«  to  lea»a  TTial'a  for 
anybodi  oKo  gel*  a  decraw.  thay 
n«*er  ilaf  hera  " 

The  timinf  of  Iho  poll  may  har* 
been  a  factor  la  cnma'a  ht(h  raak- 
uig  Tha  aummar  o/  1993  waa  ooa 
ofuniwuaJ  nolenca  la  thla comiB*- 
oity  aod  elaawh*r» 

Tha  Rodnay  Kiag  peliea  brMtal- 
llycaaa,  which  touched  oTT  noU  to 
Loa  *n(f*l>a  u/idoubtedly  haa  af- 
fectad  Dttiludea  acroai  tha  natioa. 
Dcapita  a  ndaotapa  that  ahowcd 
Klnf  beini  aCTerrly  beaten  by  po- 
lua  dunng  hia  arreat.  tha  polM*- 
masiarolved  waraaiooaraladUia 
trial 

*'Erery  poliea  dapajliaaot  la 
Ihia  couBtry  f""*  P*"l  ^^  P""  '°' 
Ihoaaofficen  acuona."  Caiui  aaid. 
"The  cntninal  juauc*  syatam  aa  s 
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for  that" 

Bui  Evanavtll*  alao  witna^wd 
aa  unuauaJ  brand  of  vwlcDee  oa  its 
own  nrrvta  thia  apnng  aod  auED- 
mar.  mdudinf  two  fuo  batUea  in 
the  antral  city 


'^1  have  a  job  nghl 
now,  but  it  could  go  out 
the  window  at  any  lime. 
It's  the  United  Slates  as 
a  whole,  it's  not  just 
fne  . . .  It's  just  crazy. 
I'm  really  womed  that  if 
Bush  gels  re-elected 
we're  going  to  be  in  (or 
a  depression.  9  9 
—  Mellnda  TIslow 

DurtDff  a  May  10  ahooUrat  at 
Mulberry  Street  and  Kentucky 
Avenue,  Bruc*  DaWayne  Creen* 
waa  killed  when  40~«6  ahoU  vera 
aichanfcd  by  nraJ  gr^upa.  Ob 
Juna  30.  an  man  were  laTolTad  ta 
another  ahootout  al  Mrdiaoo  and 
JudaoD  that  reauJtad  la  iivJuriM 
but  no  deaths. 

tn  Aucuat,  Branartlla  polio*' 
woman  Tamara  Lohr  waa  atabbad 
to  death  and  her  homa  was  sat  oa 
Tira  Patrick  Bradford, apolioamaa 
with  whom  she  alk^edly  had  baao 
Ksnng  on  oflair.  waa  chsrgad  with 
her  murder 

'I  raalJy  doot  beltara  E*aas- 
nlla  has  s  vary  high  Icnmal  rats, 
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Brtao  Varfua.  who  runs  the 
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happsalngm  alwaya   alfact   poll 
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op  tha  Dumbcra         I've 
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Coi«W  V^ft^c  by  LAART  FtNK 

■■EverY  police  depart- 
mentinthiscountr 
paid  the  pnce  for  i. 
otticers'  (Los  Angeles) 
actions.  9  J 

—  Evansvllle  Police 
Chief  Art  Gann 

aatd  Qtialaa, 

Bu  t  ba  thlnka  Boat  crtau  la  dua 
dri*«a    la  ethar  rassnna 
■an  It  "It'a  mainly  bacauaa  of  tha  dope 

iploymanL  It  aacma 


Darid  Gugui. a  political aaenca  like  people  juat  dod'l  han 

pmfeaaior  at  UX.  aatd  crime  rsjika  ihmg  to  do."  ha  asid. 

[ii|hoo  polls  bccauaa  ilia    a  catch'  Donna  McGinneaa  las  29'year- 

word.  It'a  gomg  to  captur*  a  lot  of  old  mother  who  Uvea  on  E*an»- 

paopi* atUCudea       aboutaTanaty  Tijlei  Wmi  Side  She asid  aha  wat 

at  thlnca.'  devply    diaturtwd    by    tha    atrvct 

One    partlclpaal.    Laatar  abodiocs.  and  aha  thinks  parts  of 

Quataa.    M.    aaid    lelertaioa    and  theciiy  arebecomlof  morvuna*/a. 

newapspera    sra    Tilled    each    day  But    aha    ntaa   aoosl    rrssoos 

withctoneaaboulcruna. tncjudinfl  rather  than  tha  economy 

•OOM  iDToInn^  polioeman  Ha  ap*-  ~I  think  the  youth  are  frow\B^ 

OTically  oolad  Ms.  Lohr'a  murder,  up  to  a  difTaraot  frame  of  mtmL 

which  occuTTwJ  about  a  hslf-miJo  with   leaa  paraotsl   aupporl.   lev 

frota  hit  booM.  support  in  echools.  fewer  opUona 

'Itkindof  makes  you  take  note  on  thwfa  to  do  with  thair  tuBa." 

of  what  the  hell'a  floing  on  Ln  this  aha  aajd. 
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Poll  done  to  get  citizens  involved  again 


Public  unhappioew  with  Aiaencali  poD- 
lla  al  all  levels  has  prompted  new*  orionus- 
liooa  aiDuod  the  nalion  to  rvoonaider  their 
cDverage  of  poLticai  campej^na 

A  common  complaint  heard  from  alixens 
la  that  they  feel  ahut  out  of  tha  political 
pnxeaa  by  tha  politiciana,  tha  partioa  aod  tha 

lo  ao  efTort  to  gat  dtllclia  Innlred  one* 
again.  TTie  Evansnlla  Couner.  WEW4:h.  44 
and  Leaderahjp  Cvansnlla  embaikad  on  a 
pnijcct  lo  Itam  what  laauea  ara  Important  to 
rcaidcota  of  this  community. 

Qucsiiona  were  developed  by  reprvacnls- 
Uiea  of  all  three  orgsoiistiona  A  local  firm. 


Sutiatical  AsaoctslN  lac.,  was  hlrad  to  help 
devue  the  poll  snd  develop  s  reprcaentaUva 
aamplinx  of  the  cili»nry  SlsuatKal  A«o- 
oatea  olao  conducted  a  compter  analysia  of 
the  dais  tbal  wer»  acnuired.        

Voluntrera  from  Hia  Counar.  WEW  and 
L«aderahipEvanavUlecDoductedcaaoy  of  tha 
telephone  inlarviewa.  TT^a  rolun(«era  wata 
■  upplemaolrd  by  paid  telapbooa  inter' 
newera. 

Tha  poll  wMoondiKlsd  ovar  a  period  of  an 
arenings  In  mid*Auguat.  Finding  were  baaed 
on  reaponsea  f  nm  42S  reaidecta  of  Evaasnlle 
aod  Vanderburgh  County  A  lapiasantativa 
aampling  of  36  rasidenta  from  Newburfh  waa 


Included  lo  tha  aurrey  to  rvflect  feellnfs  la 
that  neighboring  community 

T^  marf  in  of  error  for  thia  surrey  was  oo 
mora  than  -1  perre-nL 

tn  additioD  (o  the  wide  range  of  laauaa 
meaaurad  by  the  poll,  reapoodenta  warw  also 
pveo  tba  opportunity  to  diBcuaa  any  addition- 
al laauaa  they  fait  war*  important. 

Al  tha  end  of  tha  queationoair^  re. 
denta  war*  aaked  If  they  would  be  w\llin« 
psrticipel*  in  addiliooai  oaaJyaia  of  diacua- 
•ion  of  tha  lasuea  at  aoma  tuna  m  the  futura. 

Of  tha  420  partlapaata.  186  said  they 
would  ba  agraaabla  to  furthar  laeoleamanL 


593 


c 

E 

o 

(0 


I Jl'Sife- 


^li 


.*  "  i  S  -  .5  S  -  9 
-o-S  «  •)  2  >  "  »>-^ 


8.--  I  I 


E 

3  ~  o 


594 


a 

> 


m. 


o 


C/5 


4J 

a 

I 
u 


< 


if 

0) 


"  3  S  a  .5  i 
•3  i  S  »- 


2  U 


to  c  «  **  **  ^-2 


a    >w    «j  w*  .— 

25-s  a- 


5  — 1-^ j:  3  — ^j=  o 


c  a  o 


3-0 


ZU     ti     Q     O 


»   ~ 


o  ,2r 


3:3  "B  E's-o  6  I 


■^2 


595 


1-69  IS  decades  away 
if  Uncle  Sam  foots  bUl 


By  OOUQ  SWORO 

Couner  Washington  bureau 


WASHINGTON — The  Evansville-to-In- 
dianapolis  highway  could  take  a  couple  of 
generations  to  complete  if  state  transporta- 
tion officials  are  intent  on  paying  for  it 
mainly  through  annual  fedei^  grants. 

Although  the  federal  government  points 
to  the  large  pot  of  money  it  gives  Indiana 
each  year  out  of  gas-tax  receipts,  state  offi- 
cials insist,  the  highway  will  require  special 
federal  funding. 

Because  state  and  federal  governments 
are  Ln  favor  of  the  project,  it  may  turn  into  a 
waiting  game  to  see  who  commits  the  money 
first,  say  congressional  aides. 

While  the  federal  budget  pays  for  scores 
of  specific  roads  each  year,  the  t3rpicai 
amount  is  well  under  $10  million,  says  Steve 
Fisher,  legislative  aide  to  Sen.  Richard  Lu- 
gar,  R-Ind.  Even  favored  projects  rarely  get 
more  than  $20  million  a  year,  he  said. 

"You  can  draw  your  own  conclusions'* 
about  how  long  it  would  take  to  collect  $784 
million  in  federal  money  for  the  highway, 
Fisher  said. 

But  the  Indiana  Department  of  Trans- 
portation is  counting  on  far  more  than  $10 
million  or  $20  million  a  year. 

The  state  is  asking  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment supply  $627  million  over  12  years 
for  the  highway's  construction,  according  to 
documents  included  in  a  state  proposal  re- 
cently submitted  to  Gjngress.  Federal  mon- 
ey would  start  slowly,  jump  to  $37  million  in 
1998  and  reach  $126  million  in  the  final 
year.  2005.  according  to  the  plan. 

The  state  isn't  planning  to  use  its  annual 
gas-tax  allocation.  That  money  is  needed  to 
maintain  existing  roads,  says  Dennis  Faul-  ' 
kenberg,  chief  financial  officer  for  Indiana's 
Transportation  Department. 

"The  highway  from  Evansville  to  India- 
napolis requires  special  funding,"  he  said. 
"We  haven't  actually  seen  anything  that 
says  they're  not  going  to  give  it  to  us." 

But  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion says  It  needs  to  cut  back  on  such  special 
funding,  known  in  government  jargon  as 
"demonstration  projects." 


t-69> 


Fdcfs 

Indiana's 

Years 

share 

share 

1994-97 

$16.4 

$4.1 

1998-2001 

$184.2 

$46.1 

2002-5 

$426.9 

$106.7 

TOTAL 

$627.5 

$156.9 

Courier  graphic  by  MARK  COOMER 

Because  the  Tnf<i<iTui  highway  is  pro- 
posed to  be  part  of  the  National  Highway 
Sjrstem,  if s  probably  safe  from  losing  money 
that's  been  approved  but  not  yet  spent. 
That's  a  danger  facing  many  other  demon- 
stration projects,  said  Rodney  Slater,  ad- 
ministrator for  the  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
mmistratioii. 

But  supporters  of  the  highway  need  to 
look  at  the  gnnnnl  allocation  to  Indiana  for 
future  funding.  Slater  suggested. 

Members  of  Indiana's  congressional  del- 
egation, however,  see  the  situation  differ- 
ently. TTiey  submitted  a  bid  in  January  for 
an  additional  $53.6  million. 

"1  think  there's  going  to  be  a  strong  effort 
on  the  side  of  the  delegation  to  keep  the  flow 
of  demonstration  money  coming  . . .  but  be- 
yond that,  Indiana  DOT  is  going  to  have  to, 
at  some  point,  make  some  commitments  of 
its  federal  highway  allocation,"  Fisher  said. 

The  situation  is  that  the  "state  doesn't 
want  to  put  it's  money  on  the  table  till  the 
federal  money's  on  the  table,"  says  Paul 
Weber,  legislative  aide  to  Rep.  Frank  Mc- 
Qofikey,  D-Ind. 
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Mr.  Price.  I  thank  you.  I  will  remind  the  witnesses  to  try  to 
keep  your  oral  statements  within  five  minutes.  We  will  be  happy 
to  print  your  statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Tokarski. 

Mr.  Tokarski.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  committee  members,  fellow 
citizens,  my  name  is  Thomas  Tokarski.  I  am  fi'om  Stanford,  Indi- 
ana, and  I  represent  Citizens  for  Appropriate  Rural  Roads.  We  pre- 
viously submitted  written  testimony  in  response  to  your  Represent- 
ative Carr's  investment  criteria  for  highways  in  June  of  last  year, 
and  we  stated  at  that  time  that  this  project  fails  to  meet  minimal 
economic  feasibility  criteria. 

We  also  pointed  out  in  response  to  questions  in  this  survey  form 
that  this  highway  would  save  only  a  few  minutes  in  travel  time 
over  upgrades  to  existing  roads.  Safety  will  not  be  improved.  Rea- 
sonable alternatives  are  not  being  seriously  considered.  These  al- 
ternatives would  cost  approximately  a  third  of  what  this  project 
would.  Congestion  will  not  be  reduced.  There  will  be  no  energy  sav- 
ings. There  will  be  no  improvements  in  air  quality.  Vehicle  operat- 
ing costs  will  increase.  There  will  be  no  private  sector  funding  ex- 
pected. 

Much  of  the  resultant  business  activity  will  be  relocations  rather 
than  new  businesses.  The  project  has  an  unacceptably  low  benefit- 
cost  ratio  and  opposition  is  growing  throughout  the  State.  I  would 
also  like  at  this  time — in  response  to  a  question  in  here  about  the 
statements  from  people  in  the  area — I  would  like  to  submit  into  the 
record  the  personal  statements  from  people  around  Indiana,  speak- 
ing about  the  1-69  extension  project. 

The  current  cost  estimate  for  the  project  is  a  billion  dollars,  but 
that  is  not  the  entire  cost  of  the  highway  even  in  Indiana.  The  fol- 
lowing costs  were  not  included  in  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation's recent  testimony  to  Congress.  The  cost  of  construction  for 
upgrading  to  limited  access  the  approximately  50-mile  segment  of 
State  road  37  from  Bloomington  to  Indianapolis,  that  is  approxi- 
mately a  third  of  the  route,  has  not  been  estimated  in  the  cost. 

The  cost  to  buy  out  dimensional  limestone  reserves  within  the 
right-of-way,  the  market  value  of  these  reserves  are  estimated  at 
between  $300  million  and  $400  million.  While  it  is  unlikely  the 
limestone  companies  will  receive  this  amount  of  compensation,  they 
must  be  given  fair  market  value  for  their  mineral  reserves.  This 
will  amount  to  a  huge  taxpayer  subsidized  buyout  of  a  mineral  re- 
source and  a  windfall  for  the  affected  companies  using  scarce  trans- 
portation dollars.  They  did  not  estimate  the  cost  of  legal  challenges. 

Lawyers  for  the  Hoosier  Environmental  Council,  the  largest  envi- 
ronmental coalition  in  Indiana,  are  currently  working  on  expected 
legal  challenges  to  the  NEPA  process,  and  the  cost  of  environ- 
mental mitigation.  Due  to  the  extremely  sensitive  nature  of  the 
proposed  new  terrain  route,  the  Donohue  study  estimated  that 
these  costs,  mitigation — costs  would  be  very  significant. 

We  sincerely  believe  that  a  complete  and  honest  accounting  of 
the  1-69  costs,  as  well  as  the  benefits,  are  essential  if  Congress  is 
to  make  an  intelligent  judgment  on  its  feasibility,  and,  of  course. 
Congress  must  be  willing  and  able  to  make  these  difficult  choices. 
We  dispute  INDOTs  claims  for  safety  improvements  due  to  the  I- 
69  extension.  The  1-69  boosters  frequently  cite  accident  statistics 
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for  southwestern  Indiana  without  comparing  this  region  with  other 
regions  of  Indiana. 

The  Indiana  fact  book  for  1992  reveals  that  most  counties  in 
southwestern  Indiana  now  have  relatively  low  accident  and  fatality 
rates.  As  more  traffic  comes  to  the  area  with  a  new  highway  there 
will  be  more  accidents  and  fatalities.  In  neither  study  were  calcula- 
tions made  to  determine  the  accident  reductions  due  to  repairing 
and  upgrading  existing  highways  throughout  the  area.  Indiana  is 
not  adequately  maintaining  its  existing  highways. 

While  Indiana  is  38th  in  land  area  among  the  States,  it  is  13th 
in  the  number  of  interstate  highway  miles.  Indianapolis  has  more 
interstate  highway  connections  than  any  other  city  in  the  Nation. 
Meanwhile,  Indiana  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  maintain  its  other 
highways,  and  I  refer  you  to  my  written  testimony  where  we  docu- 
ment the  poor  condition  of  Indiana's  existing  roads. 

In  this  context  it  is  significant  that  Indiana  has  the  9th  lowest 
State  gasoline  tax  in  the  country.  Hoosiers  spend  $125  per  year, 
per  person  on  roads,  far  below  the  Midwest  average  of  $196,  and 
decades  of  underfunding  for  maintenance  has  dug  Indiana  into  a 
deep  hole.  Adding  capacity  to  a  system  it  cannot  now  maintain  will 
lead  to  further  deterioration  of  Indiana's  Statewide  highway  net- 
work. 

Contrary  to  its  proponents'  claims,  we  believe  this  highway  will 
not  benefit  agriculture  in  this  part  of  the  State.  This  area  of  the 
State  has  a  large  volume  of  grain  producers,  and  the  volume  of 
commodities  shipped  by  these  grain  producers  by  truck  transpor- 
tation more  than  50  miles  or  for  small  producers  for  more  than  30 
miles  is  very  inefficient.  Most  grain  markets  are  best  served  by  rail 
or  barge. 

The  greatest  transportation  problem  facing  agriculture  is  obso- 
lete county  roads.  Hauling  grain  products,  livestock,  and  machinery 
over  bridges  with  four-ton  limits,  county  roads  that  are  posted  to 
heavy  trgSfic  all  winter  or  hauling  to  markets  on  broken  blacktop 
gravel  and  dirt  roads  are  the  problems  that  farmers  face  every  day. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  say  that  allocating  more  money  to 
speed  up  work  on  this  highway  is  certainly  premature.  There  are 
other  numerous  areas  of  transportation  where  these  funds  could  be 
better  put  to  use,  and  we  have  heard  several  of  them  here  today. 
Continuing  to  spend  tax  dollars  on  a  fatally  flawed  project  is  fis- 
cally irresponsible  and  a  waste  of  badly  needed  transportation 
funds. 

Abandoning  the  new  terrain  1-69  extension  proposal,  on  the 
other  hand,  will  show  that  the  most  socially  and  environmentally 
responsible  action  can  also  be  the  most  fiscally  responsible  action. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Thomas  Tokarski  follows:] 
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C.A.R.R. 

Citizera  fcr  Af^prophatt  Rutal  Read* 

rXl  Bex  54,  Sdnford.  IN  47463 

(BU)  8Z5-9S53 

or 

PXX  Ba  97,  Madey,  IN  47654 


TESTIMONY  OF  CITIZENS  FOR  APPROPRIATE  RURAL  ROADS 

PRESENTED  BY 
THOMAS  R.  TOKARSKI 

TO  THE 

TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

CONGRESSMAN  BOB  CARR,  CHAIRMAN 

APRIL  25,  1994 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  testify  at  this  appropriations 
hearing.   My  name  is  Thomas  Tokarski.   Citizens  for  Appropriate 
Rural  Roads  (CARR)  respectfully  asks  that  no  new  monies  be 
appropriated  for  the  proposed  1-69  extension  from  Indianapolis 
to  Houston,  Texas.  We  further  request  that  no  more  of  Indiana's 
Highway  Trust  Funds  be  earmarked,  or  special  funds  appropriated 
for  this  project  in  Indiana.  Our  reasons  for  these  requests 
are: 


1 )  Reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  route  are 
available  using  existing  highways.  These  alternatives 
would  be  much  less  expensive. 

2)  Independent,  unbiased  studies  do  not  support  the 
construction  of  this  highway. 

3)  Indiana  does  not  have  the  monies  to  adequately  maintain 
existing  roads. 

4)  This  project  is  the  object  of  widespread  and  growing 
opposition. 

5)  Highway  proponent  claims  for  accident  reduction  are 
specious.  Upgrades  to  existing  roads  are  needed  to 
improve  safety  throughout  the  state. 

6)  The  Mid-Continent  Highway  already  exists.  The  proposed 
route  between  Indianapolis  and  Houston  will  merely 
duplicate  existing  interstate  routes. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  1-69  EXTENSION  IN  INDIANA 

We  believe  that  improving  existing  highways  will  do  less 
social  and  environmental  daunage  with  greater  safety  and  economic 
benefits  to  more  people. 

If  an  interstate  connecting  Indianapolis  to  Evansville, 
Indiana  is  deemed  essential  then  using  existing  1-70  to  US-41, 
with  upgrades  to  make  US-41  limited  access  (it  is  now  4-lane 
divided  with  at-grade  crossings),  could  be  done  for  approximately 
a  third  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  new  terrain  alternative 
(Incl.  1).  A  bypass  around  Terre  Haute,  connecting  1-70  to  U3-41, 
is  already  in  the  planning  stage. The  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation's  (INDOT)  own  consultants  estimated  this  route 
would  be  only  eight  minutes  longer  than  the  proposed  route 
(Incl.  2).  This  entire  route  is  included  in  the  National  Highway 
System  (NHS). 

State  Road  37,  a  four-lane,  divided  highway,  is  complete 
from  Indianapolis  to  US-50  at  Bedford,  but  only  the  segment 
from  Indianapolis  to  Bloomington  is  included  in  the  NHS  proposal. 
We  believe  the  segment  of  SR-37  from  Bloomington  to  US-50  was 
omitted  because  it  would  clearly  show  the  redundancy  of  the 
new  terrain  1-69  proposal  from  Bloomington  to  SR-57  near 
Newberry.   Also  note  that  SR-37  from  Bloomington  to  Bedford 
connects  SR-46  to  US-50,  both  highways  in  the  NHS. 

Some  proponents  of  the  new  terrain  1-69  proposal  claim 
it  is  needed  to  service  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (NSWC) 
at  Crane,  IN.  However,  SR-231  was  included  in  the  NHS  as  a 
STRAHNET  connector  specifically  to  service  that  facility.  Planned 
improvements  to  SR-231  will  make  that  highway,  which  connects 
1-70  with  1-64,  more  than  adequate  for  NSWC  Crane's  needs. 
Proponents  who  support  the  1-69  extension  because  they  believe 
it  will  help  to  keep  the  Crane  facility  open  should  note  that 
Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  in  Indianapolis  was  recently  closed. 
That  facility  is  on  or  near  four  interstate  highways. 

Our  organization  does  not  believe  a  new  interstate  is  needed 
in  Indiana,  but  if  this  committee  insists  on  funding  the  1-69 
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extension,  we  ask  you  to  exercise  your  oversight  role  and  insist 
that  Indiana  study  all  the  alternatives  and  choose  the  most 
fiscally  and  environmentally  responsible  route. 

STUDIES  RELATED  TO  THE  1-69  EXTENSION 

You  will  hear  much  from  the  supporters  of  this  highway 
project  regarding  its  purported  economic  benefits.  In  response 
to  these  claims  I  refer  you  to  the  1990  congressionally  mandated 
economic  feasibility  study  by  the  respected  consulting  firm 
of  Donohue  and  Associates.  This  study  was  done  at  the  urging 
of  Congressman  McCloskey  at  a  cost  of  almost  $500,000  in  federal 
funds  and  was  administered  by  the  Indiana  Department  of 
Transportation.  This  study  did  not  recommend  the  construction 
of  another  major  highway  in  southwestern  Indiana  (Incl.  3). 
That  recommendation  was  based  on  a  low  benefit/cost  ratio 
(Incl.  4).   This  is  only  the  latest  in  a  series  of  independent 
studies  looking  at  the  feasibility  of  another  major  highway 
in  this  region.  None  of  them  recommended  the  construction  of 
such  a  highway  (Incl.  5). 

Since  the  Donohue  Study  was  released  highway  supporters 
have  generated  a  smoke  screen  of  reports  and  studies  which  have 
attempted,  in  one  way  or  another,  to  refute  Donohue.  These 
revisionist  studies  have  all  been  based  on  opinion,  judgement, 
or  dubious  new  assumptions  regarding  costs  and  benefits.  None 
has  presented  substantial  new  economic  data  that  refutes  the 
conclusions  of  the  Donohue  Study.  Donohue  alone  provides  the 
systematic,  quantitative,  and  objective  economic  analysis  that 
can  be  relied  on  for  public  policy  decisions  that  involve  the 
expenditure  of  a  billion  dollars. 

Toward  the  end  of  large  public  works  programs,  such  as 
construction  of  the  interstate  system,  there  is  a  danger  of 
overbuilding.  Those  who  profit  from  these  programs  do  not  easily 
give  up  their  taxpayer  subsidies.  Nevertheless,  there  comes 
a  time  for  closure.  The  interstate  system,  as  stated  in  ISTEA, 
is  essentially  complete.  The  inclusion  of  the  1-69  extension 
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in  ISTEA  and  NHS  was  a  political  rather  than  a  practical 
transportation  decision.  As  shown  in  Inclusion  9,  the  1-69  ex- 
tension will  essentially  duplicate  existing  routes,  an 
unfortunate  example  of  overbuilding. 

COST  OF  THE  1-69  EXTENSION 

The  1-69  extension  will  be  an  extravagantly  expensive 
highway.  Representative  Frank  McCloskey,  the  highway's  chief 
sponsor,  stated  at  a  public  meeting  in  Bloomington,  IN  in  August 
of  1993:  "For  lack  of  a  better  term,  being  close  enough  for 
government  work,  we're  looking  at  a  billion  dollar  project." 
The  construction  cost  of  the  32  mile  segment  from  Bloomington 
to  US-57  alone  is  estimated  at  approximately  $400  million 
(Incl.  6)   These  costs  are  high  because  of  the  rugged,  karstic, 
environmentally  sensitive  nature  of  the  new  terrain  route. 
Further  south  in  Indiana  the  route  will  cross  extensive  wetlands 
and  prime  farmland. 

One  billion  dollars  is  not  the  entire  cost  of  the  highway 
in  Indiana.  The  following  costs  were  not  included  in  INDOT's 
written  testimony  to  Congressman  Rahall's  committee  on  Surface 
Transportation: 

— Cost  of  construction  for  upgrading  to  limited 
access  the  approximately  50  mile  segment  of  SR-37 
from  Bloomington  to  Indianapolis. 

— Cost  to  buy  out  dimensional  limestone  reserves  within 
the  right-of-way.  The  market  value  of  these  reserves 
are  estimated  at  $300-400  million  (Incl.  7).  While 
it  is  unlikely  the  limestone  companies  will  receive 
this  amount  of  compensation,  they  must  be  given 
"fair  market  value"  for  their  mineral  reserves. 
This  will  amount  to  a  huge  taxpayer  subsidized  buyout 
of  a  mineral  resource  and  a  windfall  for  the  affected 
companies. 

— Cost  of  environmental  mitigation.  Due  to  the 
extremely  sensitive  nature  of  the  proposed  new 
terrain  route  the  Donohue,  et.  al.  Study  estimated 
these  costs  would  be  significant  (Incl.  8). 
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— Another  costly  environmental  problem  has  arisen 
with  the  plan  to  construct  an  interstate  quality 
interchange  where  SR-37  meets  the  proposed 
realignment  of  SR-46.  The  interchange  would  pass 
within  250  feet  of  a  Superfund  site  situated  in 
unpredictable  karst  terrain.  The  risk  of  groundwater 
contamination  is  of  sufficient  concern  that  the 
Bloomington  City  Council  passed  a  resolution  urging 
the  INDOT  and  the  FHwA  to  conduct  a  full  EIS  on 
the  site. 

— Cost  of  legal  challenges.  Lawyers  for  the  Hoosier 
Environmental  Council,  the  largest  environmental 
coalition  in  Indiana,  are  currently  working  on 
expected  legal  challenges  to  the  EIS  process. 

INDIANA  IS  NOT  ADEQUATELY  MAINTAINING  ITS  EXISTING  HIGHWAYS 


While  Indiana  is  38th  in  land  area  among  the  States  it 
is  13th  in  the  number  of  miles  of  interstate  highways. 
Indianapolis  has  more  interstate  highway  connections  than  any 
other  city  in  the  Nation.  Meanwhile,  Indiana  is  unable  or 
unwilling  to  maintain  its  other  highways.  For  example: 


-The  Indiana  Association  of  Counties  states  that 
22%  of  the  state's  80,000  miles  of  local  roads  and 
streets  are  in  poor  condition.  The  Indiana  Economic 
Development  Council's  1993  report  concluded  57% 
of  the  state's  most  heavily  used  roads  need  repaving 
or  reconstruction  while  40%  of  its  bridges  are 
deficient. 

-Indiana's  roads  and  bridges  were  ranked 
9th  worst  nationally  of  the  50  states  in  terms  of 
general  condition  in  December  1992  by  the  Association 
of  Builders  and  Contractors. 

-The  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation 
is  356  bridges  behind  in  bridge  replacement  with 
$325  million  needed  to  catch  up.  It  is  289  bridges 
behind  In  bridge  rehabilitation  with  $86  million 
needed  to  catch  up.  Excluding  interstate  repairs, 
where  it  is  actually  a  bit  ahead,  it  is  300  miles 
behind  in  state  highway  resurfacing  with  $41  million 
needed  to  catch  up.  With  an  annual  target  of  82 
bridge  reconstructions,  it  is  doing  41.  With  an 
annual  target  of  115  bridge  rehabs,  it  is  doing 
75.  With  an  annual  target  of  625  miles  of  state 
highway  resurfacing,  excluding  interstates,  it  is 
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doing  only  538  miles  of  resurfacing. 

In  this  context  it  is  significant  that  Indiana  has  the 
9th  lowest  state  gasoline  tax.  Hoosiers  spend  $1 25/person/year 
on  roads,  far  below  the  Midwest  average  of  $196,  according  to 
the  Center  for  Urban  Policy  at  Indiana  University's  School  of 
Public  and  Environmental  Affairs. 

Decades  of  underfunding  for  maintenance  has  dug  Indiana 
into  a  deep  hole.  Adding  capacity  to  a  system  it  cannot  now 
maintain  will  lead  to  further  deterioration  of  Indiana's 
statewide  highway  network  and  undermine  the  goals  of  the  NHS. 

PUBLIC  OPPOSITION 

There  is  widespread  and  growing  opposition  to  the  proposed 
1-69  extension  in  Indiana.  Signatures  on  petitions  opposing 
the  highway  now  number  approximately  40,000.  The  project  is 
being  opposed  by  environmental  groups,  farmers,  fiscal 
conservatives,  and  rural  citizens.   Also  note  that  13  of  the 
17  responses  to  the  NHS  proposal  in  Indiana  expressed  opposition 
to  the  1-69  extension  (Public  letter  from  Kathy  Davis,  Deputy 
Commissioner,  INDOT,  to  respondents  to  Indiana's  proposal  for 
the  NHS,  dated  21  June,  1993). 

Since  it  is  clear  that  the  new  terrain  proposal  for  the 
1-69  extension  cannot  be  funded  and  built  in  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  it  should  be  abandoned.  It  is  fiscally  irresponsible 
to  spend  millions  of  tax  dollars  on  studies  for  a  highway  that 
will  never  be  built.  Also,  keeping  the  project  alive,  in  name 
only,  for  political  reasons  is  unfair  to  those  citizens  whose 
land  and  lives  are  now  in  limbo  because  of  the  threat  of  the 
highway. 

SAFETY  CONCERNS 

We  dispute  INDOT 's  claims  for  safety  improvements  due' to 
the  1-69  extension.  1-69  boosters  frequently  cite  accident 
statistics  for  Southwestern  Indiana  without  comparing  this  region 
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with  other  regions  of  Indiana.  The  Indiana  Factbook  for  1992 
reveals  that  most  counties  in  SW  Indiana  have  relatively  low 
accident  and  fatality  rates.  As  more  traffic  comes  to  the  area 
with  the  new  highway  there  will  be  more  accidents  and  fatalities. 
In  INDOT's  testimony  to  this  committee  they  stated  that  there 
would  be  a  50%  reduction  in  accidents  as  a  result  of  the 
construction  of  this  highway.  Unfortunately,  they  did  not  specify 
the  area  to  which  this  reduction  applies.  The  Donohue   Study 
estimated  the  reduction  in  overall  accidents  attributable  to 
a  new  freeway  at  12.5%. 

In  neither  study  were  calculations  made  to  determine 
accident  reductions  due  to  repairing  and  upgrading  existing 
highways  throughout  the  area. 

1-69,  THE  NAFTA  CONNECTION 

In  their  responses  to  Congressman  Rahall's  inquires 
concerning  the  progress  of  the  1-69  extension  in  Indiana,  INDOT 
stated:  "Coupled  with  the  1-69  and  1-94  corridors  from 
Indianapolis  to  Detroit  and  on  to  Canada,  the  Indianapolis  to 
Houston  corridor  can  become  an  important  highway  corridor  for 
the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement."  Contradicting  INDOT's 
statement,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  (FHwA)  in  a  recent 
report  to  Congress  entitled:  Assessment  of  Border  Crossings 
and  Transportation  Corridors  for  North  American  Trade  stated: 
"It  is  important  to  note  that  any  major  new  transportation 
corridors  in  the  U.S.  cannot  currently  be  justified  alone  on 
the  basis  of  North  American  foreign  trade.  There  are  studies 
that  indicate  the  general  need  for  augmented  infrastructure. 
However,  there  is  no  outstanding  data  that  supports  construction 
of  any  particular  border  to  border  transportation  corridor." 

Calls  for  the  extension  of  1-69  from  Indianapolis  to 
Houston,  Texas  must  be  considered  in  relation  to  existing 
interstate  connections  between  those  cities.   FHwA  personnel 
have  noted  the  fault  in  this  proposal.  In  a  letter  to  Katherine 
Davis  of  INDOT,  dated  14  April,  1992,  Arthur  Fendrick,  Division 


607 

8 

Administrator,  FHwA  wrote:  "  ...there  is  some  mention  of  the 
fact  that  this  highway  development  could  be  viewed  as  an 
important  link  in  the  interstate  system  between  Detroit  and 
Memphis.  This  is  a  somewhat  specious  argument,  as  a  casual  glance 
at  a  map  of  the  Federal-aid  Highway  System  will  show  that  there 
is  already  a  relatively  direct  interstate  system  between  these 
two  cities."  -  (Incl.9)   Recent  proposals  to  extend  the  highway 
to  Laredo  are  without  merit.  This  city  already  has  two  Canada 
to  Mexico  interstate  routes.   Also,  during  the  debate  on  the 
NAFTA  no  major  new  transportation  public  works  program  was 
included  as  a  cost  or  requirement  of  the  treaty. 

In  INDOT's  recent  answers  to  questions  from  Congressman 
Rahall's  subcommittee  they  de  facto  downgraded  this  highway 
project.  Not  only  is  it  not  a  segment  of  a  Mid-Continent  Highway, 
but  also  it  is  no  longer  even  an  Indianapolis  to  Evansville 
Highway.  In  their  testimony  to  Congress  they  conceded  that  there 
is  no  money  available  for  upgrading  the  first  fifty  miles  of 
the  route  from  Indianapolis  to  Bloomington,  Indiana.  Sources 
of  future  funding  for  this  segment  are  also  unknown.  (Responses 
by  INDOT  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Surface  Transportation,  20  Dec. 
1993.) 

CONCLUSION 

The  money  spent  on  or  allocated  for  the  1-69  extension 
to  date  is  a  token  down  payment  on  the  projected  cost  of  this 
massively  expensive  project.  There  are  numerous  areas  of  need 
within  the  NHS  as  well  as  other  areas  of  transportation  where 
these  funds  could  be  put  to  better  use.  Continuing  to  spend 
tax  dollars  on  a  fatally  flawed  project  is  fiscally  irresponsible 
and  a  waste  of  badly  needed  transportation  funds.  Abandoning 
the  new  terrain  1-69  extension  proposal  will  also  show  that 
the  most  socially  and  environmentally  responsible  action  can 
also  be  the  the  most  fiscally  responsible  action. 


From:    Donohue,    et.   al.,    1990 


608 

Incl.l 


TABLE  2.3 

PRZLIMINARY  CONSTRUCTION  RIGHT-OF-WAY 
AND  ENGINEERING  DESIGN  COST  ESTIKATES 
(COST  IB  MIU.IONS} 


Highway  Claaalf Icatlon 

Alternative 

4 -Lane 
Super  2      Modified 

4-Une 
Freeway 

Evansvllle  Corridor 

4    Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 

0            0 
$201          $393 
$173          $476 
$257          $536 
$219          $577 
$215          $577 

Jasoer  Corridor 

$219 
$645 
$689 
$761 
$767 
$822 

« 

Bl 
B2 
B3 

$355          $675 
$313          $666** 
$268          $616"^^ 

Tell  CITY  C?rrl4pr 

*  •  • 

CI 
C2 

$121          $235 
$160          $256 

... 

*  Includes  grade     separations     and     Interchanges     at     aajor  Intersecting 
highways. 

**  B2  and  B3  costs  were  also  analyzed  by  segnent  to  deternlne  their 
differential  cost  if  the  A5  alternative  was  constructed  through  this 
araa.  In  this  case,  B2  costs  would  be  $334  Billion  and  B3  costs  would 
ba  $455  Billion. 

^     Al-upgrades   to  US-41,    1989   dollars. 

Bypass  around  Terre  Haute,   estimated  cost«$30  million 

Upgrades  plus  bypass  plus  increases  due  to  inf lation-$300  million 
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Incl.2a 


61.0 


Incl.2b 


Indy 


ContintMd  from  Pag*  1 


tbt  ■ceurmcT  of  the  8-aiiautc 
time  difference,  however,  aot* 
inf  Uut  drlren  who  um  U.S.  41 
have  to  contend  with  traffic 
lights  and  a  55  mpb  tpecd  limit 

Tokarski  said  he  received 
the  dociiment  from  INDOT  af- 
ter tending  three  separate 
rounds  of  requests  to  state  offi- 
eials  under  the  Indiana  Public 
Records  Act  and  to  federal  offi- 
cials under  the  federal  Freedom 
of  Information  Act. 

The  information  would  like- 
ly be  used  if  Tokankl's  activist 
poup,  Citizens  for  Appropriate 
nurail  Roads,  ever  goes  to  court 
to  fi^t  the  project  he  said. 

Robert  L.  Burch.  assistant 
division  administrator  for  the 
Federal  Highwav  Administra- 
tion's Indiana  office,  said  the 
"political"  reference  concerned 
the  Diture  of  the  project  itself. 

The  environmental  study 
does  Dot  compare  the  proposed 
alijpment  to  the  existing  1-70/ 
U.S.  41  route  because  Congress 
authorised  funds  to  study  a 
highway  route  through  Bloom- 
ington,  he  said. 

"The  congressional  mandate 
for  the  study  said  the  highway 
has  to  go  from  Indianapolis  to 
Bloomington  to  Evansville."  he 
said. 

It  is  significant  to  note  that 
the  I-70/U.S.  41  route  is  depen- 
dent on  the  construction  of  a 
bypass  around  Terre  Haute  that 
could  significantly  reduce  trav- 
el time. 

The  documents  released  also 
included  a  letter  from  FHWA 
district  engineer  James  Threl- 
keld  that  discounts  a  notion  that 
has  gathered  strong  political 
momentum  recently  —  that  of 
making  the  Evansville-to- India- 
napolis highway  part  of  a  mid- 
continental  artery  Unking  De- 
troit with  Houston. 

In  UU  1M2,  a  coalition  of 
business  and  political  leaders 
from  the  eight  states  affected  I>y 
the  proposed  highway  gathered 
in  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  formed 
the  Blid-Contlnent  Highway  Co- 
alition. The  group  is  now  eoo- 
tacting  members  of  Congren  la 


hopes  of  spurring  new  funds  for 
the  project 

But  on  April  14  —  some  six 
months  before  the  formation  of 
the  Mid-Continent  group  ^ 
Threlkeld's  assessment  of  mak- 
ing 1-69  a  link  from  Detroit  to 
Memphis  was  less  optimlstle. 

"This  Is  a  somewhat  specious 
argument  because,  as  a  casual 
glance  at  the  map  the  federal 
aid  highway  srstem  will  show, 
there  is  already  a  relatively  di- 
rect interstate  system  between 
these  two  dUes."  Threlkeld 
wrote. 

Tokarski  said  the  memo  con- 
tradicts the  notion  that  the  high- 
way is  needed  to  provide  effi- 
cient transportation  in  the 
nation's  financially  ■'*'"£  mld- 
••etion. 

The  documents  released  also 
ahed  light  on  confusion  involv- 
ing the  consulting  firm  picked 
last  year  to  do  a  full  environ- 
mental impact  statement  for  the 
Evansville-to-Indlanapolls 
stretch. 

Originally,  the  Evansville 
firm  of  Bemardin-Lochfflueller 
l(  Associates  was  hired  to  do  a 
full  EIS  on  the  Bloomington  to 
Newberry  section  under  a  SI. 2 
million  contract.  Two  other 
firms  were  picked  to  write  less 
rigorous  environmental  over- 
▼iewi. 

Then,  after  strong  criticism 
•bout  breaking  up  the  project 
into  segments,  INDOT  an- 
nounced in  May  that  it  would 
hire  a  new  consultant  to  study 
the  entire  route.  The  state  agen- 
cy decided  to  stick  with  Bcmar- 
din-Lochffiueller,  and  told  that 
to  the  federal  officials  in  a  July 
10  letter. 

A  month  later,  the  federal 
agency  wrote  back  to  say  the 
contract  should  be  put  out  to 
bid.  In  October.  then-INDOT 
Commissioner  John  Dillon  said 
the  agency  was  considering  sev- 
eral other  consultants. 

Recently.  INDOT  an- 
nounced that  Bcraardin-Loch- 
fflueller  will  do  the  work  after 
all,  but  no  dollar  figure  has  yet 
et 
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fLuoti  CONXLUSIONS  or  THE  ?ouTin.T:;T 

INDIANA  IIICIM.'AY  FKASimi.!  lY  S  fUUY  Incl.3 

rcbtuary  1990 


Prepared  For 
Indiana  Oeparcmenc  of  Trantporcaden 

In  Cooperation  With 

The  V.S.   Department  of  Trnntportatlon 

federal  Highway  Administration 


By 
Oonohue  (  Aicoc,  Inc. 
Cambrlds*  Syitematlcc.  Inc. 
Censden  Engineering  Assoc. ,  Inc. 


Cenel\nteni 
'In  eeneluslon,  none  ef  thk  routes  aixlyted  In  this  study  art  recoimnsnd- 
ed  for  construction  solely  en  an  econenle  feasibility  b.-isis.  This  recom- 
Bcndstlon  Is  based  en  the  following; 

*    Lew  benefit/cost  ratios  were  found  for  the  rnn^e  of  .ilcern.'\tlve 

°  assumpcions  used  In  the  sensitivity  analysis,   consldeied  as  .t 

whole.   Clvtn  these  results,   it  Is  'inappropriate  to  focus  solely 

en  the  ratio  resulting  froa  the  aost  optimistic  set  of  atsui*p- 

tions,  when  under  several  ether  sets  of  assumptions  the  ratio  is 
veil  below  1.00. 

There  is  inherent  uncertainty  in  any  long-range  economic  forecast-' 
Ing  process.  The  bcntfit/cott  ratios  dcvelopeJ  in  this  study 
include  eteployment  and  incone  benefits  bosed  on  such  toztznr.ts . 
It  Is  difficult  to  establish  a  specific  benefit/cost  r.itlo  wl>lch 
determines  econenic  feailbllity.  However,  Cambridge  System.ities ' 
experience  in  other  states  has  shewn  that  projects  with  bene- 
fit/cost ratios  in  excess  of  1.5  have  bee,n  given  priority  funding. 
Vhile  this  ratio  has  not  been  sanctioned  officlslly  by  rny  state 
or  organization,  ie  has  been  found  in  our  experience  to  rcpcetcnt 
a  reasonable  lower  bound  for  project  selection. 

Funding  would  require  creation  ef  a  aultl-county  authority  .ind 
eemnicaenc  ef  considerable  local  dollars  for  a  long  time  period. 
This  would  assune  chat  die  highway  is  the  highest  priority  for 
each  ef  Che  counties  along  the  route  and  chat  each  county  govern- 
•ends  willing  to  devote  significant  revenue  sources  to  the  pro- 
ject for  about  30  years.  There  Is  no  such  precedent  ef  this  type 
in  the  area.  If  undertaken,  this  project  would  be  the  aost  costly 
highway  bulle  In  cht  Scats  ef  Indiana  since  development  of  the 
Interscaca  syseea. 

ftea-vt'\6-tlor\i 

Based  on  Che  resulei  of  ehe  benefit/cost  evaluation,  construction  was 
noc  recoMended  for  any  of  Che  four  alcernatlves.  While  the  A/Fretvay 
alternative  dees  have  a  benefit/eosc  ratio  greater  Chan  one  under  certain 
assumptions,  ic  does  not  »erlt  recommendation  for  construction  given  the 
magnitude  of  Che  ratio  and  che  uncertainty  involved  in  long-range  economic 
analyses.  Etonomle  evaluations  for  many  highway  projects  in  other  states 
hsve  resulted  in  benefit/cost  ratios  ranging  from  1.5  to  5.0.  This  sug- 
gests that  chare  may  be  other  projects  both  inside  and  outside  South-est 
Indiana  that  would  represent  better  investments. 

The  five  small  segments  within  che  Chree  study  corridors  with  potential 
CO  provide  economic  and  cranspertatlon  benefits  CO  ehe  region  should  be 
eonsidercd  for  further  study. 


ff- 


H  ♦la 


612 


Incl.A 


• 

% 

•  a 
a  u 

w 

a 

jt  ml 

a 

U    <M 

St 

a 

S  2 

e 

^ 

«^ 

c* 

O 

e 

d 

d 

s 

a 

a  u 

a 

e 

aS 

4J 

• 

e 

• 

a 

i 

:i 

> 

4i 

4 

1 

«4 

a 

tS 

a  e 

s 

2 

4i 

a 
e 

J 

£  S 

2 

w 

«0 

:S 

w 

s:: 

« 

§ 

o 

d 

d 

d 

• 

e 

a 

2 

a 

w 

u 

>s£ 

9 

o 

•4 

e 
a 

a 

and  safet 
7,  where  t 

S9 

B 

o 

u 

3 

• 

n 

M 

•* 

«4 

e 

« 

u  "O 

H 

w 

4J 

«>< 

< 

r> 

o> 

u 

4J 

a   B     • 

2 

M 

« 

M 

^ 

m 

•9 

»n 

« 

a 

e   a   a 

«o 

o 

4J 

^■4 

• 

■ 

• 

e 

U            M 

• 

u 

a 

vid 

e 

e 

d 

o 

V 

u 

•4 

o 

H 

^ 

ee 

a 

«e  <M 

m* 

M 

« 

• 

u 

?   s 

O 

u 

w 

oe 

o 

a 

u 

■•4 

e 

<M 

e 

mt    m    V 

V. 

terf 

a 

e 

W    b  X 

m 

1- 

s 

e 

u 

a 

•n 

a  a 

5 

»* 

u 

•^ 

u 

b    4J   t 

>" 

tb 

tl 

M 

w 

o> 

•* 

^ 

e 

K 

u 

a   &  u 

w 

A 

wrf 

w 

CO 

o 

iirt 

r- 

9 

&  a  -< 

z 
u 

U 

a 

*■ 

d 

d 

d 

d 

1 

'    u 

*6  1 

M 

m4 

« 

'mt 

a 

« 

1 

o 

u 

a 

B 

•BO 

«4 

«§• 

^ 

e 

i-si 

0 

•^  a 

u 

B 

M   a  •rt 

w 

«4 

? 

e  a 

u 

««  X    B 

vri 

«p4 

•9 

a    • 

a  4j  e 

a 

W 

r> 

e 

«s 

^ 

a 

>             -4 

e 

a 

a 

«s 

9- 

« 

o« 

d 

w 

a  o  M 

e 

«j 

«i4 

• 

• 

« 

• 

>s   « 

u  u  n 

mi 

a 

ffrt 

vrf 

e 

e 

e 

1 

a  e 

4J           b 

M 

ae 

a 

%  u 

ffM  ■ 

a 

« 

a 

1 

a  a 

oe 

4J 

c 

« 

«n 

«M    B 

e  e 

X   w   u 

1 

§ 

u 

d 

a^I 

m 

U 

X  a 

V    V    9 

a 

w 

<« 

» 

<^ 

f* 

a 

M  »C 

9  V 

u 

a4 

a 

»rt 

o 

9- 

w* 

a 

•pa    ai* 

•4  ••   b 

• 

e 

••4 

• 

• 

• 

r* 

w  u 

S    W   «M 

M 

■ 

•M 

J* 

o 

m* 

A 

m* 

m 

«4 

a 

u 

-g^ 

<f\ 

4J 

*■ 

a 

a- 

e 

Includ 
naental 

fits 

are 

unta 

u 
a 

SaS 

9 

<M 

9    U    O 

»s 

a 

a 

e 

X  -4  a 

a 

•4 

tL 

a  u 

tM 

a 

% 

«M 

U    w4 

b     •     • 

M 

« 

«i4 

a  > 

a  B  w 

9 

a 

^ 

0 

u 

•  • 

e  B 

ace 

o 

u 

Q 

Cd 

u  a 

9  a  > 

« 

1 

1 

v4 

Ol 

I 


613 


From  Donohue  et.al. 


lncl.5 


TABU  1.1 
PREVIOUS  HICHVAY  STUDIES  PERTINENT  TO  THIS  FEASIBILITY  STUDY 


Dace 


Study  Title 


Findings  or 
Rccofflnendacions 


November  1966 


November  1980 


Not  feasible 

•%   a  toll  road 


Indianapolis  to  Evansvllle  Corridor 

Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 

Proposed  North-South  Toll  Road. 

Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates 

and  its  associated 

route  design  report 

Preliminary  Engineering  Report 

Proposed  North-South  Toll  Road, 

Brighton  Engineering 

Preliminary  Feasibility  Study       Not  feasibTe 
Western  Indiana  Toll  Road        as  a  toll  road 
Ohio  River  Vicinity  to  Lafayette  Vicinity 
Reid,  Quebe,  Allison,  Wilcox  and  Associates,  Inc. 

and 
Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates 


Hay  1962 


Preliminary  Feasibility  Report 
Indianapolis  •  Evansville  Improved 
North-South  Corridor, 
Indiana  Department  of  Highways 


Not  recommended 
to  pursue  this 
corridor 
improvement  at 
this  cine 


1984  Update 


November  1985 


November  1966 


Indianapolis  •  Evansville  Improved 

North-South  Corridor, 

Indiana  Department  of  Highways 

Other  Cerridori  In  Southwest  Indiana 

Feasibility  Study 
SR  37  from  1-64  to  SR  60. 
Indiana  Department  of  Highways 


Special  Study 
US  231  from  1-66  to  Owensboro,  Kentucky. 
Indiana  Department  of  Highways 


Cost  update 
only,  no 
recommendation 


Route 

acceptable,  but 
further  study 
recommended. 

Cost  study  only, 
no  recommendation 


614 

TABLE  12 


Incl.6 


615 

From:  Draft  EIS, Indianapolis  to  Evansville, 
Segment  1  -  Bloomington  to  Newberry 
Feb.  1992  Incl.7 

Th«  feasibility  study  (Donohu*  study)  dlscuss«d  In  d«tail 
•any  •conomio  advantagss  in  building  th«  Indianapolis  to 
£vansvill«  highway.  Th«  total  •conomic  banaflts  for  business 
•xpansion,  businsss  attraction  and  tourisa  attraction  totals 
$733  Billion  for  ths  frsevay  facility  and  $415  aillion  for 
ths  at->9rade  or  sxpressvay  facility.  Tha  smploynent  benefits 
ar*  projected  at  1,617  new  jobs  for  the  freeway  facility  and 
938  new  jobs  for  the  expressway  facility,  with  interchanges 
or  intersections  at  US  231,  SR  45  and  SR  37.  Bloonficld, 
BlooBington,  and  Newberry  will  not  be  by  passed  and  suffer 
econoaic  losses. 

A  letter  written  by  the  State  Geologist  (Appendix  B)  dis- 
cusses the  liaestone  deposits  in  Monroe  County  and  the  ef- 
fects of  the  Indianapolis  to  Zvansville  highway  on  such 
deposits.  The  State  Geologist  calculated  that  approximately 
11  to  15  billion  cubic  feet  of  usable  liaestone  resains  in 
Monroe  County  for  extraction  by  the  industry.  The  letter 
states  that  Line  C  would  cover  approxiaately  41.7  to  31.6 
aillion  cubic  feet,  while  Line  D  would  cover  85.6  to  64.8 
aillion  cubic  feet.  According  to  the  letter,  at  $6.75  cxibic 
foot  of  quarried  stone  the  potential  dollar  losses  would  be 
$313.5  aillion  to  $413.8  aillion  for  Line  C  and  $642.9  ail- 
lion to  $849.4  aillion  for  Line  D.  Of  the  11  to  15  billion 
cubic  feet  of  usable  liaestone.  Line  C  takes,  at  the  aost, 
0.4%  and  Line  D  takes  0.8%.  Both  alternatives  would  cover 
less  than  1%  of  the  usable  liaestone  deposits  in  Monroe 
County. 

An  accoapanying  letter  in  Appendix  B  shows  figures  for  liae- 
stone production  in  the  U.S.  Indiana  produces  approxiaately 
60%  of  the  total  liaestone.  Zn  1989  Indiana  produced  198,531 
short  tons  of  liaestone  which  aaounted  to  2.7  aillion  cubic 
feet.  Projected  deaand  shows  about  a  16%  increase  over  the 
next  10  years  totaling  about  230,300  short  tons  per  year 
which  is  about  3.1  aillion  cubic  feet.  At  that  rate  of 
production,  the  11  to  15  billion  cubic  feet  of  liaestone 
deposits  reaaining  in  Monroe  County  would  last  froa  3,512  to 
4,789  years. 

Blooaington  has  a  successful  central  business  district. 
Although  the  proposed  highway  will  encourage  growth  to  con- 
tinue south  of  Blooaington,  this  district  should  be  ainiaally 
affected.  The  students  and  facility  of  Indiana  University 
are  two  of  the  aain  reasons  for  the  success  of  the  central 
business  district  and  the  proposed  highway  will  not  change 
the  location  of  the  university  or  the  housing  associated  with 
it. 
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CHAPTER  12 
ENVIRONMINTAL  ISSUES 

Introduction 
This  chapter  reviews  soae  of  the  nAturel  resource  and  cultural  resource 
Issues  associated  with  potential  highway  construction  and  developnent  in 
Southwest  Indiana.  These  issues  would  require  evaluation  during  the  Route 
Location  and  Environoental  lopact  Stateaent  (EIS)  phase,  if  plans  for  high- 
way construction  proceed.  A  list  of  these  Issues  and  the  state  and  federal 
laws  regulating  potential  iapacts  to  these  resources  is  shown  in  Table 
12.1. 

Other  iapacts  will  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS  such  as  social, 
noise,  air  quality,  etc..  but  these  arc  not  discussed  in  this  chapter. 
Although  all  of  these  issues  are  laportant  ones  that  aust  be  addressed,  the 
natural  resource  Issues  were  Judged  to  be  the  ones  that  would  nost  signl- 
flcantly  affect  location  decisions  and  project  costs  for  this  area  of 
Indiana.  Based  on  our  experience  on  other  envlronaentally  sensitive  pro- 
jects, cnvironaental  aitigation  costs  for  natural  and  cultural  resources 
could  be  significant  for  this  project.  In  addition,  considerable  input 
from  environmental  groups  and  concerned  citizens  has  indicated  that  certain 
segments  of  each  of  these  corridors  could  become  highly  controversial  and 
possibly  involve  litigation. 

In  addition  to  this  chapter,  a  more  comprehensive  discussion  of  speci- 
fic environmental  Issues  within  each  alternative  is  included  in  Appendix  D 
under  the  title  Sensitive  Environmental  Areas.  A  separate  metno.  Supple- 
ffiental  Natural  Resource  Mcmoranduni.  is  on  file  with  Indiana  DOT  which  con- 
tains additional  detailed  natural  resource  information,  including  aaps 
showing  locations  of  sensitive  features  and  agency  comments.  Figure  12.1 
highlights  particularly  envlronaentally  sensitive  areas  within  each  alter- 
native. Figure  2.1  in  Chapter  2  shows  aany  of  the  features  referred  to  in 
this  section. 

Inforaatlon  for  this  chapter  was  gathered  from  various  state  and 
federal  agencies  which  reviewed  the  proposed  highway  plans  and  provided 
comments  on  aaps  and  in  written  form.  These  are  included  in  the  aforemen- 
tioned aemo  on  file  with  Indiana  DOT.  In  addition  to  these  governmental 
agencies,  various  other  cnvironaental  organizations  and  private  citizens 
provided  useful  inforaatlon  in  eoapiling  this  chapter  and  are  also  listed 
in  this  veao  as  laportant  sources  of  public  input  and  additional  scientific 
knowledge  on  issues  associated  with  highway  planning  in  Southwest  Indiana. 

Because  route  location  details  were  not  developed  in  this  study,  rather 
broad  corridors  along  Alternatives  A.  B  and  C  were  examined  for  potential 
environaental  iapacts  (refer  to  Figures  A. 2a,  A. 2b  and  A. 2c  in  Chapter  4 
for  corridor  locations).  Therefore,  the  issues  described  here  should  be 
viewed  as  raprasentational  of  issues  that  aight  result  when  more  specific 
alignaents  are  established  in  the  route  location  phase. 
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Potential  roadway  construction  inpaett  to  the  karst  region  Include 
iapaets  to  state  and  federally  protected  species,  groundwater  quality. 
unique  geological  features,  and  aesthetic  iapacta  to  the  rustic  character 
of  the  region.  Specific  inpacts  to  the  karst  region  are  addressed  in  aore 
detail  in  Appendix  D  to  this  report  and  in  the  separate  technical  neoo. 

Protected  Species  and  Nature  Preserves 
The  Indiana  Division  of  Nature  Preserves  (DNP),  Departacnt  of  Natural 
Resources,  aaintains  a  conputerized  data  base  of  locations  of  threatened 
and  endangered  plant  and  animal  species  and  high  quality  occurrences  of 
natural  areas.  The  DNP  also  nanages  the  State  Nature  Preserve  System.  The 
DNP  reviewed  each  of  the  proposed  highway  corridors  and  indicated  over 
thirty  occurrences  of  listed  species,  nature  preserves,  and  over  A3  natural 
areas  tinder  study  or  noalnation  for  protection  located  within  1>S  alles  of 
Che  proposed  highway  corridors.  State  law  protects  nature  preserves  and 
endangered  and  threatened  anlnal  species.  Federal  law  also  protects  listed 
plant  and  aninal  species;  however,  no  federally  listed  plants  occur  along 
any  of  the  proposed  alignnents. 

The  Bsjorlty  of  protected  species  occurrences  are  located  in  wetland 
habitat  along  Alternatives  A  and  B,  and  karst  and  forest  habitats  along 
Alternatives  AB  and  C  (Figure  12.1).  Most  of  these  occurrences  are  also 
located  in  areas  previously  undisturbed  by  developaent. 

SuanmarY 
Specific  areas  of  envlronaental  sensitivity  within  each  alternative  are 
•hown  in  Figure  12.1  and  aununarized  In  Table  12.2.  These  anvironoentally 
sensitive  areas  were  highlighted  due  to  the  presence  of  aore  than  one 
potential  anvironnental  impact.  Specific  impacts  to  these  areas  are  dis- 
cussed in  the  memo  «;>r»«<trlve  gnvlrenment.  1  Areas  accompanying  this  report. 
This  aemo  also  discusses  areas  where  the  proposed  highway  design  would 
•void  potential  impacts. 

Of  all  the  proposed  highway  alternatives,  the  aost  environmentally 
sensitive  areas  occur  on  alignaent  through  new  location  along  Corridors  AB 
and  C  (Figure  12.1).  The  combined  presence  of  forest,  unique  geological 
features,  and  threstened  and  endangered  species  heighten  the  sensitivity  of 
these  areas  to  aultlpla  lapacts  cauaed  by  highway  construction  and  develop- 
aent. 

Environmentally  aensltive  areas  along  Corridors  A  and  B  tend  to  occur 
as  aaaller  aore  widely  scattered  units  due  to  the  grester  use  of  existing 
highway  in  the  project  concept.  Most  of  the  environmentally  sensitive 
areas  occur  along  urban  bypasses  en  new  terrain  or  at  river  crossings  where 
bridge  construction  and  highway  iaprovements  would  require  evaluation  of 
wetland  lapacts. 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
PROTECT  OUR  WOODS 

WITNESS 
AL  TINSLEY,  MEMBER,  HOOSIER  ENVIRONMENTAL  COUNCIL 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Tinsley. 

Mr.  Tinsley.  Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Al  Tinsley.  I  am  here 
on  behalf  of  the  over  800  members  of  Protect  Our  Woods.  We  are 
private  landowners,  farmers,  and  loggers  living  in  rural  South 
Central  Indiana. 

Like  most  of  the  people  at  this  table,  I  am  a  private  citizen  who 
lives  in  the  affected  area.  Drove  all  the  way  up  here  yesterday.  We 
slept  on  floors.  Even  our  paid  lobbyist.  This  is  a  severe  strain  on 
our  resources,  and  the  funding  to  pay  for  the  gas  money  to  come 
up  here  came  from  individuals  living  in  the  area. 

The  fact  that  we  are  here  should  serve  as  an  indication  to  you 
that  the  selection  process  for  highways  has  degenerated  severely 
and  is  in  danger  of  failing  if  this  highway  is  not  stopped. 

Every  time  that  an  official  unbiased  study  or  survey  has  come 
out  that  has  recommended  that  this  highway  not  be  constructed, 
we  have  thought  that  is  the  end  of  it.  Every  time  a  memo  has  been 
leaked,  either  from  the  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  or 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  that  shows  that  there  will  be 
no  benefits  from  this  highway,  that  the  jobs  will  simply  be  relo- 
cated jobs,  there  will  be  only  a  couple  hundred  new  jobs  generated; 
every  time  a  memo  comes  out  that  says  that  upgrading  existing 
highways  will  eliminate  any  time  savings,  we  have  thought  this 
would  be  the  end  of  it.  And  yet,  in  the  words  of  the  Indianapolis 
Star,  probably  the  Nation's  most  conservative  and  economically  de- 
velopment-oriented newspaper,  this  highway  is  like  a  concrete 
Dracula,  it  just  keeps  coming  back  again  and  again  after  being 
dealt  a  death  blow. 

Our  concern,  as  addressed  earlier,  is  that  we  are  frittering  away 
a  few  hundred  thousand  here,  a  few  million  here  for  a  highway 
that  nobody  realistically  expects  will  be  built,  and  those  that  real- 
istically or  those  that  do  think  it  will  be  built  are  doing  this  for 
their  own  real  estate  and  business  development  and  speculation 
purposes. 

I  would  like  to  take  just  a  couple  of  minutes  to  give  a  summary 
of  the  testimony  that  we  have  already  submitted  into  the  written 
record. 

One  of  our  complaints  is  that  employment  growth  will  occur  only 
by  increasing  the  population  in  the  rural  area.  As  rural  interstates 
open,  suburban  residential  development  will  occur.  This  resulting 
population  increase  will  damage  the  agriculture  and  timber  base  of 
the  rural  economy,  producing  the  quality  of  life  of  the  existing 
rural  population,  further  damaging  already  degraded  watersheds 
and  converting  forest  and  wetlands  to  suburban  uses,  thus  imperil- 
ling native  wildlife. 

Proponents  justify  this  inefficient  rural  route  of  this  highway  for 
its  economic  benefits  to  depressed  areas,  but  a  careful  review  of  the 
poverty  and  unemployment  records  in  this  area  will  demonstrate 
that  we  are  not  an  impoverished  area,  that  just  like  the  rest  of  In- 
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diana,  there  are  pockets  of  impoverishment  and  pockets  of  extreme 
growth.  A  highway  will  have  no  impact  on  this  other  than  simply 
relocating  economic  assets. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  manufacturing  employment  grew  at  a  faster 
rate  in  this  rural  area  than  in  the  metropolitan  counties,  with  the 
exception  of  predominantly  agricultural  Gibson  County.  Personal 
income  growth  was  also  significant  in  all  counties  and  above  the 
State  average  in  two  of  the  four  rural  counties. 

Indiana's  Regional  Planning  Commission  has  identified  improved 
transportation  as  well  as  water  and  sewers  as  the  key  factor  for  in- 
creasing the  likelihood  of  population  growth  in  southwest  Indiana. 
In  fact,  significant  migration  of  industries  and  people  to  the  coun- 
tryside will  occur  only  if  heavily  subsidized  by  public  infrastructure 
spending. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  if,  given  the  relatively  good  shape  of 
rural  Indiana,  that  if  people  want  to  generate  economic  growth 
then  they  should  be  willing  to  do  it  themselves  rather  than  ask  the 
Federal  Grovernment  to  commit  billions  of  dollars  to  bring  a  high- 
way to  them  that,  as  we  have  mentioned  the  past,  will  simply  relo- 
cate jobs  from  other  parts  of  the  State  and  Nation. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  while  we  will  lose  some  3,000  acres 
of  farmland,  1,000  acres  of  forestland,  I  believe,  and  a  couple  hun- 
dred acres  of  wetlands,  that  this  will  just  be  the  beginning  of  the 
process,  and  that  as  residential  development  occurs  in  these  areas, 
that  farmlands  aind  timberlands  will  also  be  fragmented  and  we 
will  continue  to  lose  these  valuable  assets. 

Already  loggers  in  Perry  County,  Indiana,  are  tr3dng  to  come  up 
with  land  use  regulations  to  preserve  the  timber  base  in  that  coun- 
ty so  that  our  ability  to  manufacture  lumber  is  not  lost.  If  you  un- 
derstood the  principles  of  landownership  in  Indiana,  you  would  re- 
alize how  big  of  a  come-around  this  is  for  people  who  are  very  op- 
posed to  land  use  controls.  And  to  have  to  now  say  we  need  con- 
trols so  that  we  can  protect  our  agricultural  and  timber  base,  this 
will  only  accelerate  with  this  plan. 

I  believe  that  everything  else  in  here  has  been  covered  or  will  be 
covered  by  others. 

One  important  aspect  we  feel  very  strongly  about  is  that  the  abil- 
ity for  public  inputs  to  this  process  has  been  extremely  lacking. 
There  has  been  virtually  none.  Before  the  decisions  were  made  on 
whether  or  not  to  pursue  this  highway  were  made  by  the  appro- 
priate public  officials,  we  were  given  basically  four  days  to  make 
our  comments,  and  this,  put  in  conjunction  with  the  fact  that  any 
meetings  have  been  held,  we  have  been  told  we  cannot  make  public 
statements. 

It  just  shows  that  something  rotten  is  going  on  here,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  any  of  the  public  surveys  that  have  been  held,  show 
that  there  is  no  support  for  this  highway.  Even  the  surveys  that 
show  support  show  that  the  people  still  feel  that  there  is  much  bet- 
ter use  for  this  money. 

So,  in  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  just  make  an  observation,  that 
we  met  earlier  today  with  Senator  Lugar's  staff  and  we  spent  an 
hour  trying  to  justify  our  position  to  him.  And  looking  back  on  that 
meeting  now,  I  feel  we  failed  to  do  one  critical  thing,  which  was 
to  ask  his  staff,  and  by  extension,  I  now  ask  this  committee,  if  you 
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choose  to  support  this  highway,  what  exactly  will  your  justification 
be  for  doing  this  in  spite  of  the  normal  process  showing  that  this 
project  should  not  go  forward? 

How  then  can  we  commit  these  billions  of  dollars  to  another 
layer  of  pork  that  people  of  Indiana  do  not  want? 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Price.  I  thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Al  Tinsley  follows:] 
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Before  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Committee 
April  25.  1994 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  Indiana's  proposal  for  the  National 
Highway  System.  Protect  Our  Woods  represents  800  members,  mostly  landowners,  dedicated  to 
protecting  the  forests,  rivers,  wetlands,  fsirmkmds.  and  rural  communities  of  Southern  Indiana. 

Summary 

The  Congresslonetlly  funded  Southwest  Indiana  Highway  FeasibOity  Study,  1990. 
analyzes  the  extension  of  1-69  firom  Indianapolis  to  Evansvllle  along  a  new  rural  route  through 
southwest  Indiana.  The  study  concludes  that  a  low  beneflt-cost  ratio  would  make  this  highway 
a  poor  public  investment.  Politicians  gmd  developers  have  nevertheless  continued  to  promote 
this  route,  arguing  that  it  will  bring  economic  growth  to  a  depressed  rural  area.  As  a  result,  the 
rural  route  has  been  Included  as  a  Congressional  Priority  Highway  In  Indiana's  NHS  proposal. 
Southwest  Indiana,  however.  Is  not  a  depressed  rural  area.  In  fact,  employers  In  rural 
manufacturing  towns  are  experiencing  labor  shortages.  Employment  growth  will  mean 
Increaislng  the  population  of  rural  areas.  A  rural  Interstate  will  also  open  the  area  to  suburban 
residential  development.  The  resulting  population  Increases  will  damage  the  agricultural  and 
timber  base  of  the  rural  economy,  reduce  the  quality  of  life  for  the  existing  rural  population, 
further  damage  already  degraded  watersheds,  as  well  as  convert  forest  and  wetland  to  suburban 
uses.  Imperilling  native  wildlife.  Because  new  rural  businesses  and  Jobs  will  be  businesses  and 
Jobs  relocated  from  urban  areas  In  search  of  cheaper  land  and  nonunion  labor,  urban  areas  will 
suffer  from  capital  flight  and  abandonment,  disadvantaging  urban  populations,  especially 
minority  populations.  Money  to  build  the  rural  route  will  probably  never  be  available,  and 
serious  public  opposition  and  environmental  lawsuits  will  delay  its  completion  Indefinitely. 
Fortunately,  an  alternative  exists  that  Is  Eiffbrdable  and  relatively  uncontroverslal  and  serves 
urban  populations  efBclently  without  degrading  rural  areas  —  upgrading  US  41to  Interstate 
standards.  The  advantages  of  alternative  routes  between  Indianapolis  emd  Evansvllle  should  be 
studied,  with  full  public  Input  before  any  more  of  the  taxpayers'  money  Is  wasted  on  the 
impractical  rural  route. 

The  Fiction  of  Indiana's  Depressed  Rural  Areas 

Proponents  Justify  the  Inefficient  rural  route  for  this  highway  by  Its  economic  benefits  to 
depressed  areas.  But  unemployment  levels  for  counties  In  the  proposed  1-69  corridor  are 
actually  remarkably  low.  with  the  three  metropolitan  counties  below  state  and  national 
averages  and  onfy  one  rural  county  above  the  national  average  (Indiana  Department  of 
Workforce  Development).  Manufacturing  employment  grew  at  a  faster  rate  In  the  rural  than  In 
the  metropolitan  counties  with  the  exception  of  predomlnantty  agricultural  Gibson  County. 
Personal  Income  growth  was  significant  In  all  counties  and  above  the  state  average  In  two  of 
the  four  rural  counties.  [The  Indiana  Factbook.  Indiana  Business  Research  Center) 
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Unempl03rment 
Rate   1993 

Manufacturing 
%  Jobs  Gain 
1985-89 

Personal  Income 
%  Gain  1969-89 

6.8 
5.3 

■  « 

49 

4.6 
4.0 
5.1 

19 
27 
-3 

75 

93 

152 

8.0 
5.4 
6.6 
6.7 

29 

53 

29 

5 

55 
31 
37 
55 

US 
Indiana 

Morgan  (MSA) 
Monroe  (MSA) 
Warrick  (MSA) 

Greene  County 
Daviess  County 
Pike  County 
Gibson  County 

The  fiction  of  depressed  rural  economies  In  the  hlghwEy  corridor  serves  the  interests  of 
real  estate  speculators  cuid  devetopers,  whose  Investments  will  appreciate  If  the  government 
subsidizes  Improved  access  to  them  In  the  name  of  fighting  rural  poverty. 

Destruction  of  Rural  Resources  and  Communities  by  Development 

Especially  since  the  available  rural  workforce  is  small,  attracting  businesses  to  locate  In 
rural  areas  means  attracting  more  workers  to  the  country,  countering  the  long-term 
demographic  trend  moving  people  into  urban  areas.    Modem  highway  access  Is  crucial  to  this 
kind  of  rural  development,  and  Edso  promotes  suburban  sprawl  by  opening  up  the  countryside 
to  commuters  and  residential  development.  Indiana  15  Regional  Planning  Commission 
describes  probable  population  trends  in  the  area:  "Neighboring  metropolitan  areas  are  already 
beginning  to  spill  their  population  into  the  District  in  increasing  numbers.  This  includes 
Isolated  commuter  homes  and  smaller  commuter  communities.  Of  equal  or  greater  importance 
Is  the  trend  toward  recreation  or  second  homes  generally  situated  near  water  areas...." 
Indiana  15  identifies  Improved  transportation,  as  well  as  water  and  sewers,  as  a  key  factor 
Increasing  likelihood  of  population  growth  in  southwest  Indiana.  (OperoII  Economic 
Development  Program,  1992)  In  fiact.  significant  migration  of  Industries  and  people  to  the 
countryside  will  occur  only  If  it  Is  heavily  subsidized  by  public  Infrastructure  spendilng. 

Rural  can  be  defined  in  terms  of  people  and  Jobs  per  acre.  If  public  spending  succeeds  In 
Increasing  rural  population,  the  effect  will  be  intensified  land  use  and  the  elimination  of  rural 
economic  and  environmental  resources,  resource -based  occupations,  and  traditional  rural 
communities. 

3.070  acres  of  farmland  would  be  paved  by  the  highway  (Bemardln-Lochmueller  & 
Associates).  Farms  fragmented  by  the  highway  would  become  less  economically  viable.  But 
most  loss  of  fermland  would  come  from  residential  and  commercial  development  caused  by  the 
highway.  Family  feumlng  is  still  Important  in  these  counties.  Their  2,634  farms  have  Einnual 
cash  receipts  of  $304  million  {Indiana  Factbook,  1992.  Indiana  Business  Research  Center). 
For  every  dolleu'  received  by  farmers,  up  to  $5  are  earned  by  related  local  businesses,  or 
$1 .520.000,000  (Is  Farmland.  Protection  a  Community  Investment?  American  Farmland 
Trust  1993). 

About  990  acres  of  forest  would  be  paved  by  the  highway  (Bemardln-Lochmueller  & 
Associates).  Indiana  law  values  timber  on  condeinned  land  at  its  value  at  maturity,  in  this 
corridor,  about  five  and  one-half  million  dollars.    But  most  loss  of  tlmberland  would  come  from 
residential  and  commercial  development  caused  by  the  highway.  Most  of  Indiana's  remaining 
forest  Is  located  In  southern  counties,  where  abandoned  marginal  farmland  has  reverted  to 
forest.  The  counties  in  the  highway  corridor  are  >30%  forested.  Including  578, 100  acres, 
producing  nearly  47  million  board  feet  of  timber,  worth  atx>ut  $13,152,440,  every  year.  Dr. 
William  Hoover.  Professor  of  Forest  Economics  at  Purdue  University,  estimates  that  each  dollar 
of  timber  sold  on  the  stump  in  Indiana  generates  $8  of  additional  economic  activity,  or 
$375,787,520.  (Cakulated  from  Indiana  Forest  Statistics,  1986:  from  Grotving  Indiana's 
Wood  Products  Maju{fajcturing  Indtstry.   Indiana  Ek;onomlc  Development  Council,  1993;  and 
from  letters  from  Indiana's  State  Forester  and  Dr.  WllHam  Hoover)  Besides  clearing  tlmberland. 
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development  firagments  It  Into  commercially  less  viable  small  woodlots. 

Wildlife  >^ues  likewise  decline  radically  as  forest  fragmentation  &x)m  development 
proceeds.  Fauna  such  as  forest  nesting  neotropical  migrant  birds  are  particularly  vulnerable  to 
firagmentatlon  .  The  decline  (currently  averaging  3%  per  year)  of  these  obligate  Insectlvores. 
through  loss  of  forest  breeding  habitat.  In  turn  contributes  to  forest  and  timt)er  damage  by 
herblvory.  (See  Terborgh.  Where  Have  Alt  the  Birds  GoneTr^zcXon.  1989.)  Declining 
migratory  waterfowl  habitat  would  also  be  destroyed.  72  acres  of  Jurisdictional  wetlands  would 
be  paved  by  the  highway.  Including  some  rare  bottomland  hardwood  wetlands  (Bemaidin- 
Lochmueller  &  Associates).    But  most  loss  of  wetlands  would  come  from  residential  and 
commercial  development  caused  by  the  highway.  86%  of  Indiana's  wetlands  have  already  been 
lost  to  agriculture  and  development 

Development  in  rural  watersheds  will  also  Increase  pollution  of  streams  and  reservoirs 
critical  to  the  already  seriously  degraded  public  water  suppty. 

Relocating  Instead  of  Creating  Job* 

The  Southtvest  Indiana  Highway  Fetisibility  Stiuib/  of  1990  determined  that  an 
EvansvUle  to  Indianapolis  freeway  would  create  37 1  Jobs  In  Southwest  Indiana  In  20  years  tjy 
business  expansion.  1200  Ijy  business  attraction,  and  564  by  tourism.  The  highway  would  also 
cause  404  tourism  Jobs  to  be  lost  elsewhere  In  the  State.  The  1200  business  attraction  Jobs 
would  also  be  Jobs  not  located  elsewhere.  Thus  3/4  of  these  Jobs  would  be  relocated  rather  than 
new  Jobs.  The  most  avid  propwnents  of  the  1-69  freeway  agree  that  rural  Investment  and  Jobs 
will  come  at  the  expense  of  other  areas.  The  MidrContinmt  Highway  (1-69)  (1992)  was 
commissioned  by  The  Southwest  Indiana  Regional  Highway  Commission:  "a  good  portion  of  the 
economic  Impact  involves  firms  relocating  to  a  new  better  location—overall  demand  and  output 
for  the  nation  is  only  marginally  affected."  Again. "  the  redistribution  of  employment  that  can 
result  from  the  construction  of  a  new  transportation  system  may  be  desirable,  even  If  It  comes 
at  some  expense  to  areas  where  those  Jobs  might  otherwise  be  located."  (4-5) 

In  effect,  federal  funding  for  this  highway  will  subsidize  southwest  Indiana's 
competition  with  other  regions  and  states  to  attract  businesses  away  fr^m  each  other.  The 
federal  government  should  be  discouraging  such  unproductive  competition,  at  least  to  the 
extent  of  making  the  states  and  regions  pay  the  costs  of  It  themselves. 
Urban  Abandonment  ft  the  Rural  Workforce 

The  Hudson  Institute's  The  Future  of  Southern  Rural  Indiana  ( 199 1 ).  by  David  Reed, 
suggests  that  "the  United  States  could  see  another  round  of  industrial  migration  to  rural  areas 
to  rival  that  of  the  1960s  and  70s  (26)." 

Mr.  Reed  describes  "the  attractions  of  rural  locations  for  many  kinds  of  enterprise" : 
"The  costs  of  doing  business  are  generally  lower  outside  cities  than  within  them.  In  almost  all 
expense  categories.  ...Workers  In  rural  areas  are  less  likely  to  be  unionized"  euid  more  likely  to  be 
better  workers  than  their  urban  counterparts.  (26)  Besides  oflfering  cheaper,  nonunion  labor, 
how  else  is  the  rural  workforce  better  than  the  urban?  Southwest  Indiana's  rural  workforce  Is 
poorly  educated:  "Fewer  than  two-thirds  of  the  region's  people  were  high  school  graduates  In 
1980  as  against  three-fourths  of  the  nation's  white  population,  and  oi^  one  In  five  had  a 
college  degree  as  against  one  In  five  nationally  (Iv).' 

Nor  Is  the  rural  workforce  larger.  According  to  Mr.  Reed's  Hudson  Institute  study,  "^uch 
of  the  potential  for  economic  growth  In  the  nation's  rural  areas  depends  on  ...  the  location  or 
relocation  of  economic  Interests  to  areas  where  workers  are  available.  ...Significant  numbers  of 
workers  may  become  available  in  rural  labor  markets."  (24)  TWs  assertion  Is  contradicted  by  low 
unemployment  In  the  highway  corridor.  Neighboring  Dubois  County,  with  near  full  employment 
provides  manufacturing  Jobs  for  surrounding  rural  counties,  and  has  had  to  begin  importing 
Mexican  workers.  In  fact  the  availability,  as  well  as  the  reliability,  of  rural  workers  In 
Southern  Indiana  has  been  cailled  Into  question  recently  even  In  high  unemployment  areas.  In 
Orange  County,  for  example,  with  the  sixth  highest  unemployment  rate  In  the  State,  8.5%  in 
December  1993.  with  770  unemployed.  Industrial  representatives  complain  that  they  can't  find 
enough  workers,  and  that  turnover  and  absenteeism  are  high.  As  a  result,  employers  question 
the  accuracy  of  the  complicated  formulas  that  calciilate  high  levels  of  rural  unemployment 
(Attachment  B) 

The  myth  of  a  large  and  sufierlor  rural  workforce  disguises  a  program  for  urban  flight 
that  appears  to  be  racial^  motivated.  "Despite  the  somewhat  slower  growth  of  the  working-age 
population  in  rural  southern  Indiana  than  in  the  nation  as  a  whole.  ..the  southern  Indiana 
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work  force  ts  highly  regarded  for  both  its  work  ethic  and  Its  tralnablllty  --  a  product  of  what  we 
have  called  the  'cultural  capital'  of  the  region."    In  fiact,  evidence  for  this  cultural  capital  Is 
anecdotal,  and  it  turns  out  to  be  primarily  the  whiteness  of  the  rural  population.   "Southern 
Indiana's  black  population  remains,  as  It  has  always  been,  small.  ...The  only  other  minority 
group  of  any  size,  Hlspanlcs.  number  only  ...one-fourth  the  size  of  the  black  population."  [The 
Future  qf  Southern  Indiana,  tv  ) 

Public  Opposition 

We  are  disturbed  by  the  lack  of  opportunity  for  public  input  on  Indiana's  National 
Highway  System  proposal    Indiana  began  holding  public  hearings  on  May  4,  24  days  before  the 
State's  proposal  was  due.  Final  public  comments  were  due  4  days  before  the  State's  deadline. 
This  ts  a  travesty  of  public  involvement  clearly,  changes  based  on  public  comment  cannot  be 
made  in  4  days.  OfiQcials  of  Metropolitan  Planning  Organizations  have  been  consulted.  But 
rural  people  and  the  general  public  have  been  left  out 

Nevertheless,  there  is  evidence  of  serious  public  opposition  to  the  highway,  in  spite  of  a 
concerted  effort  by  politicians  and  chambers  of  commerce  to  sell  it  to  Hooslers.  Farmers  and 
landowners  in  Monroe.  Greene,  and  Gibson  counties  are  practically  up  in  arms.  Three  Monroe 
County  State  Legislators  have  spoken  against  it.  Indiana's  environmental  movement  is  solidly 
against  it.  The  Hoosler  Environmental  Council  has  collected  more  than  35,000  petition 
signatures  against  it  to  date.  The  Indianapolis  Star,  the  State's  largest  newspaper  has 
editorialized  against  it  (Attachment  C).  And  The  Evcmsville  Courier  conducted  a  poll  In 
October  1992,  and  concluded:  "People  In  Evansvllle  and  Newburgh  are  ambivalent  about  the 
proposed  Interstate  highway  to  Indianapolis.  Many  don't  believe  it  would  attract  new  jobs  to 
the  area.  And  they  think  the  almost  $1  billion  cost  can't  be  Justified."  (Attachment  D) 

Conclusion 

Southern  Indiana's  large  metropolitan  areas  are  already  well-connected  by  major 
highways,  though  some  of  these  need  serious  Improvement.    The  niral  route  proposed  for  the 
National  Highway  System  stands  out  on  the  Indiana  Proposed  National  Hightvay  System 
Map  as  an  unnecessary  addition  requiring  the  construction  of  an  entirely  new  highway.    The 
metropolitan  areas  would  be  equally  well  served  by  upgrading  existing  routes.  Proposed  new 
routes  will  promote  urban  abandonment  and  residential  and  commercial  sprawl.  This  sprawl  )s 
InefiQcient  in  time  and  energy,  expensive  to  provide  with  public  services,  and  damaging  to  wildlife 
and  watersheds  and  the  rural  economy.    Indiana  should  be  proposing  a  rational,  efficient 
futuristic  transportation  system  rather  than  such  porkbarrell  construction  projects. 

The  Indianapolis  to  Memphis  (Houston)  Corridor  through  Evansvllle  Is  already  served  by 
I-70/US41.  Because  another  in  this  corridor  is  unneeded,  unjustifiably  expensive,  damaging 
to  the  traditional  rural  economy  and  natural  systems,  zmd  resisted  by  urban  and  rural  citizens, 
I-70/US  41   should  be  designated  the  Indianapolis  to  Houston  Corridor  and  upgraded  to 
Interstate  standards. 

Upgrading  the  Bloomlngton  to  Indianapolis  segment  of  the  proposed  rural  route  to 
limited  access  will  provide  most  benefit  to  Bloomlngton,  according  to  Dr.  Morton  Marcus  of  the 
Indiana  Business  Research  Center.  But  building  the  rural  segments  south  to  1-64  first  will 
postpone  the  Bloomlngton  to  Indianapolis  segment  until  congestion  makes  upgrading 
impossible  and  requires  a  new  rural  route  for  this  segment  also. 

These  upgrades,  at  less  than  half  the  cost  of  the  proposed  rural  route  will  not  be 
opposed  and.  at  least  delayed,  by  Indiana's  environmental  and  transportation  organizations. 

The  Natlon£il  Highway  System  should  serve  national  interests.  It  will  have  little  value  as 
rational  national  transportation  plaiuilng  If  It  becomes  the  captive  of  local  pork  barrel  politics, 
as  It  has  in  the  Indlaiia  Proposal. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Db  Klawltter 
Elxecutlve  Director 
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Attachment  B-2 


Turida*. 


*  Believe  there's  no  unemployment  here 


(CoatlBMd  rram  Front) 

OutIm  Doelay  wid  Hillcmt 
Minnftftmnn  ■*  aptntnanf 
tb*  nm*  pnbl«n  u  tht  ethcn, 
ia  fittiaf  tnd  k««pinf  htlp. 

*Th*  point  u  that  busnca  ii 
■et  an  iti  badi  htn,*  Jonas  Bid. 
*B>(i;vua  hai  added  coploy- 
■an  tUi  jmr.  Wa  do  harv  |osd 
Iwiman  bar*  and  «•  an  np- 
poTtmf  tlia  town.  "Hitn  it  no 
Baamploymaat  is  Oraaga 
Coonty, 

Ataaaitaaum  via  alia  dtad  ai 
a  maier  haadadia  tar  tha  £uta- 
riaa.  Haaanfila  said  IT  paopla 
*«ra  afaMDt  from  work  llim- 
dar  at  tha  ihoa  faoaiy,  uin(  tha 
Ma-indi  siewfaJI  as  an  axcaaa. 
Banoett  (aid  lenM  wnplujaaa 
afjaaaph  ladnjtht*  who  raaida 
in  Paoli  hava  &ilad  ta  eona  to 
vorii  bacaaaa  of  tnow,  whila 
alhan  who  Bra  (anhar  away  do 
coma  ia.  Masaanfait  ralatad  a 
nary  aboox  an  •mploTt*  who 
musad  work  bacauaa  of  har 
tuiitt't  daath  —  twica. 

Tha  troop  acnad  that  lema 
■lawfail  atcaia*  an  latibmata.  I 
for  aaapla  whan  it  ciota*  Iht  I 
aehoola,  and  nnployoot  an  an-  I 
ahia  la  arranfa  diild  can  far  ) 
Ihar  mail  diildnn. 
Wacaa 

Tha  industry  effiaal*  da  not 
faaliai*  (hat  waet  Imli  paid  at 
local  factohn  an  thi  cau»  ol 
Ihtir  probltm.  MauinfaJt  laid 
tB»  amployao  who  had  a  job 
what*  aha  eouJd  probably  hava 
tam^i  areund  ST.SO  par  hour 
had  qui  tfa*  tha*  factory  baeauia 
•ht  fait  samaene  then  didn't  lika 
bar. 

Moft  of  tha  oAhiali,  if  Dot  all. 
•aid  thay  pay  tmployaaa  nan 
than  minioufli  waaa- 

Lindlay  >aid  his  oerepany  ini- 
tiatad  an  ineanbva  prafrvB  last 
yaar  to  cry  ta  lowar  ahsantaaism. 
TVouch  th«  pro(nm,  employ- 
aaa  can  maka  up  to  ^  cants  man 
par  haor  if  thay  work  cvary  day, 
bat  tha  nsults  havan't  baaa 
ancanracinc  Lindlay  aid. 

Canlyn  Parkar  from  the  Indi- 
ana Dapartmant  of  Workforca 
Oavalapmant  oAaaai  Indiana  po- 
Ba.  said  aceordinc  ta  har  ficorat, 
Oranca  Caonty  had  tfca  szth 
hifhaat  oiampleynant  rata  in 
Ifaa  suu  in  Daeambar.  Tha  Da- 
partmant oTWartfom  OavtJop- 
mant,  in  coeparatun  with  Iba  U. 
S.  Bonau  of  Labor  Staiistica, 
pnpanstha  unamploymantrau 
fer  oadb  caonty  in  tha  Rata. 

In  Noiamhii.  Oranct  Caanty*! 
rata  was  1.1  panant  tha  third 
hi«h«at  m  tho  nata.  In  Ocubar  « 
wasUpaitanL 

IIm  mamplaymoBt  rau  is  aa( 
hMad  aalaly  on  tha  anmbar  of 
onomplaymant  claim  fllad, 
Parkar  said.  *Sama  poapla  doat 
flia  far  unamplaymont.  S»t  aroy 


unomployod,*  sh«  oxpiainod. 
'And  somt  paopla,  such  as  do- 
matues  and  farmen.  an  not  eov- 
orad  by  unamployment  Wo  hava 
la  tako  thim  into  account.* 

Parker  said  the  onempleyment 
nta*  an  ficured  threu^h  a  cem- 
plicatad  fomiula  which  uiat, 
tmong  other  chines,  census  in- 
formation, unemployment 
daims,  cmployiAont  informa- 
tion, and  'moaois  tram  retns- 
Bon  analysu  formulas  on  past 
bwids.' 

Then  sn  43  Maps  used  in 
daiarmiain(  a  coonty'i  onom- 
ployment  nta,  aetardinf  ta 
Parker. 

No  answan  wan  arrived  at 
doraif  the  Thursday  oeetinc 


and  the  tnup  acread  U  hold  a 
•aeondma«tin(in30daya.  Kaslar 
suQcstad  that  rapraaantk.*ivas 
from  tha  Department  of  Com- 
marea,  Indiana  U  Rational  Flaa- 
oint  Commisaion,  the  Division 
of  Family  and  Childnn,  lUta 
letisLaton,  ichooi  rvproianta- 
tivaa,  and  oAoaia  who  datarmina 
the  unemployment  rau,  ba  in- 
vited to  attend. 

In  tha  oaantiraa,  ha  said  tha 
manafaetunnf  npnsanutivaa 
could  put  tettther  a  list  of  ques- 
tion I  they  need  aniwen  to,  aionf 
with  data  such  as  the  number  of 
employaas  hired  and  lost,  and 
the  number  aoaded.  Then  well 
know  what  wa'n  woridnf  with,' 
ho  said. 


^  Believes  few  'hide'  from  work 


(ConOnnad  From  Front) 

fbr  assistance.  If  mooey  is  owed 
on  the  vahiele.  that  amount  is 
subtracted  to  determine  the 
ftmily'i  equity,  which  cannot  ba 

en  than  SIOOO. 

In  deartninint  income,  child  ^ 
supporu^ntidcr«d.butQotall  •- 
aTU  u  counted  as  tncoma,  Dal  ton 
said.  Also,  onemploymcnt  is 
cBuntad  difTcnntly  than  any 
earned  incoma  tha  (aaily  may 
baraceivint. 

In  addition,  the  parent  spply- 
jngfer  the  AFDC  assutama  must 
atrae  ta  cooperate  with  tha 
proiaeutor't  olTUa  in  makintthe 
abaen  t  pannt  pay  ch  lid  support, 
ibaold  he  not  be  paymt  it.  All 
but  the  Ant  $30  par  month  of  tha 
child  support  foes  ta  the  stale. 
Daltoasajd. 

The  amount  of  AFDC  assis- 
tance mined  is  based  on  the 
number  of  children  in  Iho  house- 
hold, Oaltan  eiplained.  Ei- 
panaes  an  oat  taken  inia  ac- 
eaunl. 

Tile  amount  of  AFTX;  money 
racenad  is  net  larfe.  A  mother 


with  one  child  dnwt  J229  par 
month,  and  a  mother  with  two 
children  draws  SZSS. 

The  amount  ia  the  same  fbr 
&milies  receivint  AFDC-UP.  A 
household  with  two  parents  and 
two  children  nceivn  J346  per 
month,  and  s  flv%.membar  fUn- 
ily  dnwi  S40S,  the  same  aa  a 
Bnt<e  mother  with  four  diildrcn. 

Dalton  noted  that  the  AFDC 
chadi  alon  e  would  not  ba  enoutfa 
to  support  s  sincie  mother  and 
her  children.  However,  loiipi- 
ents  also  reoerva  food  scampa 
and  fail  medical  benefits,  which 
iadudi  preacrtptions  and  viawa 
and  dental  eovarnfa. 

Then't  not  a  lot  of  cash  (law, 
bat  the  other  benoAts  auke  up 
the  di/Terenco.' Dal  tan  said.  The 
ioeantrva  is  not  than  to  work.' 

In  (Kt.  with  the  oast  of  child 
can,  a  sintle  workinf  mother 
would  in  moat  easas  not  be  able 
ta  make  cnouth  to  support  the 
fkmily  and  provide  all  the  ben^ 
Ou  avajlahla  through  AFDC 

In  Ormnfe  County,  thera  wan 


ISC  aetiva  AFDC  caaaa  between 
July  and  October.  By  oompan- 
son,  then  an  5M  aeeve  food 
stamp  casaa. 

The  Division  of  Family  and 
Children  has  implemented  a  new 
p^Btram,  the  Impact  Pii>ci am,  . 
which  is  aimed  st  training  re-  : 
dpients  or  plaong  them  in  joba. 
A  parent  is  miuiied  to  partiei- 
pats  in  the  profr^m  if  then  is  no 
child  under  tha  afa  of  three  in 
the  household.  If  the  person  rs- 
ftiaas  ta  eaoparata,  he  or  ihe  can 
ba  sanctioned,  tnd  (ten  the 
paeiihility  of  loam(  bentflts. 

However,  ban  use  thapretnm 
is  not  100  percent  Amded,  the 
caaevwritar  is  able  to  work  with 
only  e  handful  of  local  farailiea 
who  an  •Ufibia.  The  county 
shares  the  caseworker.  Herb 
Cordon,  with  Hamaoa  Couniy. 

Accordinf  ts  Oaltan,  tome, 
clianu  have  had  ta  be  threat| 
ened  with  loos  of  benefits  befon 
they  would  cnoperau  with  th* 
IMPACT  pretram.  It  has  loop- 
holes and  thry  terambla  u  fiad 
them.*  ihe  aid.  ''^^ 
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EDITORIALS 


MONDAY,  JUNE  3.  1991 

"Zet  the  people  know  the  facts  *nd  the 
country  will  be  saved.  •••Abraham  Uncoln 


I  Highway  high  jinks 

That  strange  and  high-priced  plan  for  a  high- 
way route  from  central  Indiana  to  EvansvlUe 
by  way  of  nowhere  keeps  coming  back  to  life 
like  a  concrete  Count  Dracula. 

•  EvansvlUe  boosters,  politicians  and  development 
professionals  have  been  pushing  It  since  the  1960s. 
Yel  study  after  study  shows  It  would  not  be  cost 
effective. 

[The  planners'  preferred  route  Is  certainly  not 
the  shortest  distance  between  two  points.  The  route 
heads  west  out  of  Bloomlngton  toward  the  area  of 
Newberry  In  south  central  Greene  County,  where 
almost  no  one  is  or  goes,  and  only  then  veers  out. 
Atone  time  the  routes  cost  was  estimated  at  SI 
billion,  though  the  Indiana  Department  of  Trans- 
portation now  Is  using  a  figure  of  S775  million. 
Dbjit  count  on  that  price. 

.Some  people  In  southwest  Indiana  are  sensing  a 
bonanza,  but  at  a  huge  expense  to  the  general 
pulilic.  Under  the  state's  present  planning  the 
northern  28  miles  of  this  80-mile  route  would  go 
under  construction  in  1996.  and  then  the  state 
would  be  committed  almost  Irreversibly. 

So  the  lime  for  Gov.  Evan  Bayh  to  start  explain- 
ing such  plans  and  expenditures  Is  now. 

There  already  Is  one  dual  lane  route  to  Evans- 
vlUe from  Indianapolis,  via  1-70  and  U.S.  41.  If  one 
wants  a  different  route,  especially  by  way  of  Bloom- 
lngton. the  solution  Is  obvious:  1-64  already  crosses 
southern  Indiana  from  Louisville  to  the  EvansvlUe 
area,  and  dual  lane  Ind.  37  extends  from  Indiana- 
polls  to  the  far  side  of  White  River  at  Bedford. 

JA  route  could  be  built  farther  southwest  to  1-64. 
In  fact,  the  state  next  year  Is  to  begin  extending  the 
dual  lane  version  of  Ind.  37  south  to  Mitchell,  and 
from  there  It  is  only  about  33  miles  to  1-64. 

Jn  a  decade  when  Indiana  tax  money  Is  under  so 
much  pressure,  why  are  we  even  considering  such 
a  high  Jinks  plans  to  build'  a  billion  dollar  detour 
route? 


The  Indianapolis  Star 

Ea(«M  C  Pulliam  1899-1975.  FmUaktr  19*4.1975 


Eugene  S.  Palliara 
;      PMuhtr 

Darid  B.  Wrichi 
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Mkleoln  W.  Applefite 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
HOSSIER  CHAPTER  SIERRA  CLUB 

WITNESS 

BILL  HAYDEN,  HOOSIER  CHAPTER  SIERRA  CLUB  AND  INDIANA  DIVI- 
SION IZAAK  WALTON  LEAGUE 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Hayden. 

Mr.  Hayden.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  Bill  Hayden,  and  I  represents  the  Hoosier  Chapter  of  the 
Sierra  Club  and  the  Indiana  Division  of  the  Indiana  Izaak  Walton 
League,  each  of  which  has  4,500-plus  members. 

I  would  like  to  talk  about  sort  of  the  history  of  this  project  and 
the  way  it  keeps  snowballing.  Here  is  Bloomington,  Indiana.  This 
is  southwestern  Indiana  in  here.  Here  is  Indianapolis,  and  here  is 
Evansville.  Bloomington  is  here  and  here  is  Washington. 

For  years,  people  have  wanted  to  a  four-lane  road  between  Indi- 
anapolis University  and  Bloomington,  where  I  live,  and  Evansville, 
where  I  was  born,  and  it  is  a  major  metropolitan  area  in  the  south- 
western corner  of  the  State.  Indiana  does  not  have  the  will  to  tax 
itself  to  build  such  a  road  and,  therefore,  our  politicians  come  to 
the  Federal  Government,  as  is  a  general  syndrome  I  think  in  many 
places  in  this  country,  to  ask  the  Federal  Government  to  build  it. 

But  they  could  not  justify  a  four-lane  road  just  from  Bloomington 
to  Evansville,  so  it  had  to  become  something  with  national  signifi- 
cance. So  they  proposed  extending  Interstate  69,  which  comes  down 
from  Michigan,  to  Evansville  through  Bloomington. 

And  the  State  of  Indiana's  Department  of  Transportation  has 
proceeded  to  select  a  route  that  goes  from  Bloomington  across  an 
area  which  would  be  totally  new  terrain  down  through  Washington, 
over  what,  although  it  looks  like  it  parallels  Indiana  57,  is  really 
new  terrain  because  it  will  be  generally  a  half  mile  away  from  the 
existing  roads.  It  will  do  maximum  damage. 

It  is  supposed  to  go  through  five  of  the,  I  think  it  is  5  of  the  13 
dairy  farms  in  Gibson  County,  for  instance.  It  is  going  to  segment 
those  farms  as  well  as  segment  a  lot  of  timber. 

Now,  my  observation  is  when  they  proposed  that  this  should  be 
an  interstate  from  here  to  here,  they  should  look  at  alternatives  to 
getting  from  here  to  here.  If  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  get 
from  here  to  here,  then  we  ought  to  be  looking  at  the  alternatives 
for  the  whole  project. 

They  are  proposing  upgrading  Indiana  37  from  Indianapolis  to 
Bloomington  to  interstate  status,  building  an  interstate  over  totally 
new  terrain,  which  happens  to  be  some  of  the  roughest  country  in 
the  State,  and  then  on  down  to  Interstate  64  north  of  Evansville. 

We  have  Interstate  70,  which  comes  from  Indianapolis  over  to 
Terre  Haute.  We  have  a  four-lane  road  which  generally  does  not 
show  on  maps  that  proponents  put  out  from  Terre  Haute  south  to 
Evansville,  U.S.  41.  We  believe  this  is  an  alternative  that  should 
be  thoroughly  considered  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
process.  It  is  not. 

Now,  if  that  is  not  good  enough,  well,  then,  we  need  to  make  it 
a  bigger  project.  It  is  no  longer  satisfactory  just  to  make  at  an 
interstate  to  Evansville,  because  after  all,  who  wants  to  go  to 
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Evansville,  I  suppose.  So,  then,  it  was  to  Memphis;  then  it  was  to 
Houston;  now  it  is  to  Laredo.  If  we  keep  at  it,  the  proponents  will 
have  us  going  to  Tierra  del  Fuego  in  a  matter  of  months,  I  am 
afraid. 

But  the  point  I  would  like  to  make  here  is  that  the  Mid-Con- 
tinent Highway  already  exists.  Pick  your  route.  This  is  a  map  of 
the  interstate  highway  system  of  the  United  States.  We  spent  bil- 
lions of  dollars  building  this — and  I  have  put  in  orange  here  their 
proposed  route  for  the  Mid-Continent  Highway.  I  have  taken  pink 
and  shown  you  the  alternatives  that  I  can  see  rather  quickly,  that 
would  allow  you  to  get  from  Port  Huron  to  Laredo,  and  it  seems 
to  me  this  is  a  totally  duplication  of  effort  that  we  just  frankly  do 
not  need. 

It  is  not  in  the  national  interest,  and  surely  we  can  find  better 
things  to  do  with  money  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  borrow,  I  am 
afraid,  than  start  this  project  of  building  an  interstate  from  Evans- 
ville up  to  Petersburg,  Indiana. 

We  are  not  starting  it  at  the  end  of  1-69  and  working  south.  We 
are  starting  it  down  here  by  Evansville  and  working  north.  How  do 
we  call  that,  justify  that  being  an  extension  of  Interstate  69  when 
we  are  skipping  the  first  75  miles  or  so  of  the  road? 

I  also  want  to  point  out  quickly,  before  I  quit,  that  this  is,  this 
section  here,  from  Bloomington  over  to  Newberry,  crosses  the 
Crawford  Upland,  which  is  the  closest  thing  to  mountains  we  have 
in  Indiana.  Those  of  you  who  have  traveled  across  northern  Indi- 
ana know  it  is  flat.  Southern  Indiana  is  not  flat,  it  is  quite  hilly, 
and  this  is  the  Crawford  Upland,  a  very  rugged  area. 

We  also  have  the  highly  karsted  Mitchell  Plain.  This  is  the  area 
that  the  limestone  that  most  of  the  buildings  here  in  the  Federal 
quadrangle  were  built  from,  quarries  by  Bloomington  and  Bedford 
and  in  this  area  here.  There  are  a  lot  of  sinkholes,  it  is  classic 
karst. 

Our  point  is  simply  that  if  this  alternative  was  looked  at,  you 
would  have  the  Wabash  Sloan  here,  which  is  quite  flat  and  has 
been  glaciated  and  does  not  have  near  the  altitude  gains  that  this 
route  has.  We  already  have  70  crossing  the  northern  part  of  it 
where  it  is  not  very  rough.  And  this,  we  believe,  would  be  a  much 
cheaper  alternative. 

We  probably  could  build  it  for  a  quarter.  We  would  not  have  to 
buy  the  limestone.  We  have  half  of  it  built  already,  it  is  just  a  mat- 
ter of  upgrading.  And  we  could  still  have  your  interstate  extension 
to  Evansville,  it  just  does  not  go  through  Bloomington. 

But  if  we  are  talking  about  justifying  this  road  as  an  extension 
of  Interstate  69,  then  it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  to  look  at  all 
the  alternatives  to  do  that  and  not  just  one  alternative. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Bill  Hayden  follows:] 
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Sierra  Club:  Uplands  Group 
Izaak  Walton  League,  Indiana  Division 

1010  South  Dunn  Street 
Bioomington,  IN  47401 


Testimony  on 

Proposed  Mid  Continent  Highway  and 

Proposed  Extension  of  1 69  from  Indianapolis  to  Evansville. 

by  Bill  Hayden 

Representing  Hoosier  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 

and  Indiana  Division,  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 

April  19.  1994 

Hon.  Bob  Carr,  Chairman 

Members  of  the  House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee 

My  name  is  Bill  Hayden  and  I  represent  the  Hoosier  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club, 
and  the  Indiana  Division  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  each  of  which 
has  4,500+  members  in  Indiana. 

I  would  like  to  address  several  issues  relating  to  the  proposal  to  extend  1 69  from 
Indianapolis  to  Evansville,  Indiana  through  Bioomington  and  the  proposed  Mid 
Continent  Highway. 

Will  the  real  highway  project  please  stand  up?  What  are  we  talking  about?  A 
four  laned  limited  access  road  from  Bioomington,  IN  to  Evansville,  IN?  An 
extension  of  1 69  from  Indianapolis  to  Evansville?  or  a  colossal  Mid  Continent 
Highway  from  Indianapolis  to  Laredo,  Texas? 

If  its  the  Mid  Continent  Highway,  I  want  to  help  you  discover  something  that 
most  of  us  already  know.  The  Mid  Continent  Highway  already  exists.  Please  look 
at  the  Interstate  Highway  Map.  Numerous  routes  exist  by  which  a  truck  can  get 
from  Windsor,  Ontario  to  Laredo,  Texas.  This  proposed  new  Mid  Continent 
Highway  is  nothing  more  than  an  incredibly  expensive  pork  barrel  project 
dreamed  up  by  some  good  old  boy  southern  Indiana  promoters  to  enrich 
themselves.  It  is  this  kind  of  boondoggle  that  has  caused  the  incredible  growth  of 
the  National  Debt.  Now  that  the  Cold  War  is  over,  the  corporations  need  a  new 
excuse  for  getting  in  the  taxpayers  pocket.  This  highway  will  benefit  the 
construction  industry,  the  petrochemical  industry,  some  poUticians  and  its 
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promoters,  but  it  will  add  a  major  chunk  to  the  National  Debt  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  ISTEA  will  not  generate  sufficient  gasoline  taxes  to  pay  for 
this  project.  Its  is  clear  that  supplemental  appropriations  from  the  general  fund 
will  need  to  be  made  to  finance  it.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  State  of  Indiana  will 
have  a  hard  time  coming  up  with  its  20%  match  from  its  own  gasoline  tax 
revenues.  The  state  is  already  years  behind  in  its  bridge  replacement  and  highway 
improvement  program. 

The  newly  proposed  Mid  Continent  Highway  will  cause  inestimable 
environmental  damage.  As  proposed,  it  will  parallel  the  Mississippi  River.  In  so 
doing  it  will  go  through  a  great  number  of  high  quality  wetland  areas,  prime 
farmland,  and  lowland  forests.  The  mitigation  of  the  environmental  damage,  will 
be  very  expensive,  but  it  cannot  and  will  not  be  as  good  as  the  environmental 
quaUty  it  will  destroy. 

Let  me  summarize  comments  from  a  resident  of  Arkansas.  The  area  that  this  road 
will  cross  in  Arkansas  has  been  the  site  of  the  largest  land  reclamation  project  in 
the  world.  Great  wetland  areas  have  been  drained  with  taxpayer  subsidies  so  that 
industrial  agriculture  can  continue  to  overproduce  and  keep  agricultural  prices  too 
low  for  small  farmers  to  survive.  Now  we  have  a  proposal  to  take  that  land  out  of 
production  and  turn  it  into  highway.  Is  this  not  typical  of  the  government:  to 
always  be  working  at  cross  purposes?  Pollution  from  the  trucks  and  other  vehicles 
will  add  to  a  local  atmosphere  that  is  already  fouled  by  fertilizers,  herbicides  and 
pesticides  apphed  by  airplanes.  All  of  this  in  addition  to  the  dust  that  blows  from 
large  fields  that  have  no  vegetative  cover.  During  the  spring  and  fall  months  dense 
fog  covers  the  area  where  the  highway  is  proposed  to  run.  These  episodes  of  fog 
occur  at  least  20  times  in  the  spring  and  20  times  in  the  fall.  The  fireballs  from 
collisions  in  the  fog  should  be  spectacular. 

The  economic  development  tiiat  is  claimed  for  the  Mid  Continent  Highway  will 
not  be  a  net  increase  in  jobs  and  income.  It  will  simply  draw  some  industry  and 
economic  development  diat  would  have  gone  some  place  else.  While  it  is 
understandable  that  southwestern  Indiana  promoters  want  that  development  to 
come  to  them,  it  is  questionable  whether  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  build  a 
duplicate  highway  just  for  southwestern  Indiana 

If  we  are  talking  about  the  extension  of  1 69  from  Indianapolis  to  Evansville,  IN, 
there  are  serious  problems  with  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  is  being 
prepared.  How  can  a  proposal  to  extend  1 69  skip  the  first  60+  miles  of  the 
extension?  One  need  not  be  very  paranoid  to  be  able  to  see  that  the  Indiana 
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Department  of  Transportation  does  not  want  to  look  at  alternative  routes  for 
extending  1 69  from  Indianapolis  to  Evansville.  A  political  decision  was  made  that 
the  highway  should  go  to  Blooraington  using  existing  Highway  37  regardless  of 
cheaper,  less  envirorunentally  damaging  alternatives.  As  a  result,  the  proponents 
of  the  highway  are  locked  into  a  strategy  that  will  force  a  legal  challenge  to  the 
highway  that  will  at  best  delay  the  construction  and  at  worst  force  a  complete 
reworking  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  proposed  route  from  Bloomington  to  Evansville  unnecessarily  crosses  the 
Crawford  Upland  which  features  some  of  the  most  rugged  topography  in  the  state 
of  Indiana.  However,  it  is  very  easy  to  develop  an  interstate  highway  from 
Indianapolis  to  Evansville  without  crossing  the  roughest  part  of  the  Crawford 
Upland.  The  northern  end  of  Crawford  Upland  features  much  less  dramatic 
elevations  than  in  western  Monroe  and  Greene  counties.  If  fact  when  you  cross  the 
Crawford  Upland  on  1 70,  you  hardly  know  your  crossing  an  upland  area. 

If  we  are  talking  about  a  four  lane  limited  access  road  from  Bloomington  to 
Evansville,  IN,  there  are  very  serious  legal  problems  with  the  process  that  the 
Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  has  followed  in  the  planning  of  and 
decision  making  about  this  highway.  The  InDOT  has  yet  to  hold  a  genuine  public 
hearing  that  would  give  the  people  the  opportunity  to  pubUcly  express  their 
opinions  and  concerns  about  this  project.  The  EIS  that  is  being  prepared  is  not 
considering  the  genuine  alternatives  that  exist  to  the  chosen  corridor  for  this  road. 
The  promoters  and  the  State  of  Indiana  are  in  such  an  unholy  hurry  to  ram  this 
project  through  before  anyone  can  force  an  objective  study  of  the  alternatives,  that 
they  will  force  the  issue  into  court  and  end  up  delaying  the  project  even  more. 
They  are  their  own  worst  enemies. 

Alternatives:  My  aim  is  not  to  support  a  new  highway,  but  to  point  out  that 
reasonable  alternatives  exist  and  are  being  ignored.  The  Wabash  Lowland 
topographic  area  is  an  area  of  very  gradual  relief  This  is  the  area  that  US 
Highway  41  traverses  from  Evansville  to  Terre  Haute.  It  is  already  a  four  laned 
highway  and  could  be  upgraded  to  interstate  status  to  Terre  Haute  where  it 
intersects  I  70  much  more  cheaply  than  building  a  new  terrain  interstate  from 
Bloomington  to  Evansville.  A  truck  going  fivm  Evansville  to  Indianapolis  on  the 
US  41-1 70  route  would  encounter  much  less  altitude  gain  and  would  use  much 
less  energy  and  well  as  wear  and  tear  on  the  trucker's  rig.  It  would  also  take  only  8 
minutes  longer  than  the  new  terrain  route  proposed  by  the  InDot  and  the  Mid 
Continent  Highway  proponents.  It  would  also  save  at  least  $750  million  dollars 
over  the  proposed  route  and  could  be  built  much  more  quickly  vsith  much  less 
environmental  and  social  destruction. 
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Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
HOOSEER  ENVIRONMENTAL  COUNCIL  ACTION  FUND 

WITNESS 

ANDREW  KNOTT,  AIR  AND  ENERGY  POLICY  DIRECTOR,  HOOSIER  EN- 
VIRONMENTAL COUNCIL  ACTION  FUND 

Mr.  Price.  Our  last  witness  will  be  Mr.  Knott  from  the  Hoosier 
Environmental  Council  Action  Fund. 

Mr.  Knott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  will  just  summarize  my  written  testimony. 

I  guess  I  would  like  to  start  by  saying  that  if  Mr.  Wolf  were  here 
after  hearing  his  testimony,  we  would  probably  ask  him  to  move 
to  Indiana  because  it  sounds  like  he  has  some  of  the  same  views 
that  we  do  about  new  highways  such  as  this. 

My  name  is  Andy  Knott  and  I  am  the  Air  and  Energy  Policy  Di- 
rector for  the  Hoosier  Environmental  Council  Action  Fund.  We  are 
Indiana's  largest  nonprofit  environmental  advocacy  organization. 
We  are  a  coalition  of  67  member  groups,  and  48,000  Indiana  citi- 
zens. 

I  do  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  those 
Members'  concerns  regarding  this  highway.  We  feel  that  the  Indi- 
anapolis Evansville  Highway  is  a  joke  being  played  upon  the  envi- 
ronment and  the  taxpayer  and  it  is  a  bad  joke.  The  highway  pro- 
moters cannot  be  serious  about  the  benefits  they  claim  will  occur, 
benefits  that  have  been  refuted  by  seven  government  studies  in  the 
last  28  years,  studies  that  say  that  the  benefits  will  not  accrue  or 
at  least  not  to  the  extent  which  justifies  the  cost  of  the  highway. 

In  fact,  all  of  these  seven  government  studies  concluded  that  the 
highway  should  not  be  built. 

The  reasons  that  the  highway  promoters  have  used  for  building 
this  highway  have  changed  over  the  years.  Initially  the  main  rea- 
son was  to  save  time  between  Indianapolis  and  Evansville.  How- 
ever, recently  the  promoters  switched  their  publicly  stated  reason 
to  economic  development  reasons,  after  a  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration official  pointed  out  that  it  would  save  only  8  minutes  to 
build  this  highway  over  upgrading  existing  roads. 

Others  have  pointed  out  today,  Mr.  Rosenquist  pointed  out  some 
of  the  problems  with  those  economic  development  arguments.  We 
feel  the  highway  promoters  are  also  playing  a  shell  game  with  Con- 
gress and  the  taxpayers  when  describing  this  highway.  If  they  are 
talking  to  people  in  other  States  who  they  would  like  to  jump  onto 
this  "pork  barrel  bandwagon"  they  call  it  the  Mid-Continent  High- 
way. 

If  they  are  talking  to  people  in  Indianapolis,  then  they  call  it  the 
Highway  to  Evansville,  but  they  do  not  talk  about  what  route  it 
would  take.  If  they  are  talking  to  people  in  Bloomington  or  Oak- 
land City,  Indiana,  or  to  the  Transportation  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee here  in  Congress,  they  call  it  the  Bloomington  to  Evansville 
Highway. 

As  Mr.  Hayden  just  pointed  out,  a  Bloomington  to  Evansville 
Highway  is  simply  illogical  when  you  are  talking  about  extending 
Interstate  69  down  to  Laredo,  Texas,  if  you  are  not  going  to  connect 
it  with  Indianapolis.  If  it  were  truly  a  Mid-Continent  Highway, 
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then  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  might  have  to  be  done 
for  the  entire  route  between  IndianapoHs  and  Laredo,  Texas. 

And  I  guess  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  when  it  comes  to 
gaining  popular  support  for  this  highway,  it  is  promoted  as  being 
"all  things  for  all  people,"  but  when  it  comes  to  gaining  funding 
from  Congress  or  complying  with  the  National  Environmental  Pol- 
icy Act,  then  it  is  just  "a  highway  from  Bloomington  to  Evansville." 

As  Mr.  Tinsley  pointed  out,  we  do  have  a  problem  with  the  way 
public  hearings  have  been  held  by  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. I  would  want  to  point  out  at  one  public  hearing  in  October 
of  1991  regarding  this  highway,  INDOT  brought  in  the  sheriffs  de- 
partment to  make  sure  that  people  did  not  speak  out  during  the 
public  hearing  and  to  make  sure  that  people  complied  with  the  un- 
democratic format  that  INDOT  uses  for  these  hearings. 

This  point  is  also  relevant  to  INDOT's  compliance  with  the  Fed- 
eral Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act,  or  ISTEA,  of 
1991,  which  requires  States  to  adopt  new  public  participation  proc- 
esses. INDOT  has  not  done  that  yet  and  we  feel  that  is  very  impor- 
tant and  we  hope  that  they  comply  with  ISTEA  very  soon  on  that 
point. 

We  also  feel  that  pouring  money  into  this  highway  detracts  from 
other  transportation  projects,  like  fixing  existing  roads  or  improv- 
ing mass  transits.  These  are  the  kinds  of  projects  that  are  less  cost- 
ly and  also  less  damaging  to  the  environment. 

And  after  hearing  some  of  the  testimony  earlier  today  on  Amtrak 
issues,  we  would  be  happy  to  see  the  $1  billion  price  tag  for  this 
highway,  we  would  be  happy  to  see  that  spent  on  Amtrak. 

I  do  want  to  point  out  some  statistics  regarding  local  roads  in  In- 
diana. A  study  called  the  "Study  of  Local  Roads  and  Bridges  in  In- 
diana" conducted  by  the  Associations  of  Indiana  Counties  and  the 
Indiana  Associations  of  Cities  and  Towns  found  that  inadequate 
funding  of  local  roads  and  bridges  has  resulted  in  projected  unmet 
funding  needs  of  $2.7  billion.  This  survey  found  that  68  percent  of 
all  local  roads  are  in  poor  or  fair  condition  and  that  43  percent  of 
local  bridges  are  rated  deficient. 

On  environmental  issues,  the  highway  would  destroy  at  least 
4,000  acres  of  farms,  forests  and  wetlands  increasing  noise,  air  and 
water  pollution.  It  would  bisect  southwest  Indiana's  karst  region, 
damaging  habitats  for  endangered  blind  cave  fish  and  bats. 

In  1993,  INDOT,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  was  cited  by 
the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  for  violating  the  State's  En- 
dangered Species  Act  when  a  road  widening  project  in  this  region 
damaged  habitats  of  the  endangered  blind  cave  fish. 

Gasoline  spills  and  dye  tracings  from  sinkholes  in  this  region 
have  shown  the  complexity  and  the  fragility  of  underground 
ecosystems  as  well  as  the  threat  to  drinking  water  supplies. 

The  plans  for  this  highway  also  contraindicated  or,  I  feel  they  are 
a  direct  contradiction  to  ISTEA's  declaration  of  policy.  That  policy 
says  that:  "It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  develop  a  Na- 
tional Intermodal  Transportation  System  that  is  economically  effi- 
cient and  environmentally  sound,  provides  the  foundation  for  the 
Nation  to  compete  in  the  global  economy  and  will  move  people  and 
goods  in  an  energy  efficient  manner. 
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"The  National  Intermodal  Transportation  System  shall  consist  of 
all  forms  of  transportation  in  a  unified  interconnected  manner,  in- 
cluding transportation  systems  of  the  future  to  reduce  energy  con- 
sumption and  air  pollution  while  promoting  economic  development 
and  supporting  the  Nation's  preeminent  position  in  international 
commerce." 

We  feel  that  this  highway  has  been  found  by  all  government- 
funded  studies  to  be  actually  economically  inefficient,  it  is  not  envi- 
ronmentally sound;  it  is  not  energy  efficient;  it  is  not  a  transpor- 
tation system  of  the  future,  very  similar  to  Corridor  H,  Virginia; 
and  we  feel  that  it  will  increase  energy  consumption  and  air  pollu- 
tion. 

And,  lastly,  I  would  argue  that  increasing  the  national  debt  by 
spending  a  billion  dollars  on  one  highway  that  is  not  needed,  cou- 
pled with  the  effects  on  the  U.S.  trade  deficit  resulting  from  in- 
creased dependence  on  foreign  oil,  will  actually  reduce  the  Nation's 
ability  to  compete  in  a  global  economy  and  threatens  our  pre- 
eminent position  in  international  commerce. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  say  that  there  is  widespread  and 
growing  citizen  opposition  to  this  project  throughout  the  State  of 
Indiana.  We  have  collected  over  35,000  signatures  on  petitions  op- 
posing the  highway  construction,  and  the  State's  largest  news- 
paper, as  well  as  the  Terre  Haute  Newspaper,  have  both  editorial- 
ized against  the  highway. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  and  just  ask  that 
your  committee  take  these  concerns  into  consideration  and  reject 
further  funding  of  this  project.  Thank  you, 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Andrew  Knott  follows:] 
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April  25,  1994 

Honorable  Chairman  Carr  and  Distinguished  Members  of  the  Committee. 

My  name  is  Andy  Knott  and  I  am  the  Air  and  Energy  Policy  Director  for  the  Hoosier 
Environmental  Council  Action  Fund.    HEC  is  Indiana's  largest  non-profit 
environmental  advocacy  organization.  HEC  is  a  coalition  of  67  member  groups 
ranging  in  diversity  from  traditional  environmental  groups  to  church  groups  and  labor 
unions.   HEC  also  has  an  individual  membership  of  approximately  48,000  Indiana 
citizens.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  our  members'  concerns 
regarding  the  proposed  Indianapolis-to-Evansville  Highway. 

Specious  Arguments  For  The  Evansvlile  Highway 

The  Indianapolis-to-Evansville  highway  is  a  joke  being  played  upon  the  environment 
and  the  taxpayer  -  and  it's  a  bad  joke. 

The  highway  promoters  cannot  be  serious  about  the  benefits  they  claim  will  occur  - 
benefits  that  have  been  refuted  by  seven  government  studies  in  the  last  28  years  - 
studies  that  say  the  benefits  will  not  occur  -  or  at  least  not  to  an  extent  which  justifies 
the  extraordinary  cost  of  the  new  highway.  All  of  tfie  government-funded  studies 
concluded  the  highway  should  not  be  built 

The  reasons  for  building  the  highway  have  changed  over  the  years.  Initially,  the  main 
publicly-stated  reason  was  to  save  travel  time  between  Indianapolis  and  Evansville. 
After  all,  they  argued,  shouldn't  the  state  capital  and  the  state's  third  largest  city  be 
connected  by  a  "direcT  interstate  highway?  The  promoters  switched  their  publicly- 
stated  reason  to  economic  development  after  a  federal  highway  administration  official 
pointed  out  that  if  existing  highways  were  upgraded,  travel  time  between  the  two  cities 
would  take  only  8  minutes  longer  than  the  mw  proposed  route.  Others  have  pointed 
out  the  problems  with  this  ecorx)mic  development  argument  in  ttieir  testimony  today. 

The  highway  promoters  are  also  playing  a  shell  game  with  you  and  the  taxpayers 
when  desaibing  the  highway.  If  they're  talking  to  people  in  other  states  who  they  are 
trying  to  get  to  jump  on  this  pork  barrel  bandwagon,  then  it  is  the  'mid-continent 
highway".  If  they  are  talking  to  people  in  Indianapolis,  then  it  is  the  highway  to 
Evansville,  with  no  description  of  the  route.  If  they  are  talking  to  people  in  Bkxwnington 
or  Oakland  City,  Indiana,  then  it  is  the  Bloomington  to  Evansville  Highway.     This  last 
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description  is  incongruous  with  a  'mid-continent"  highway  or  an  extension  of  1-69  from 
Indianapolis  to  anywhere.  The  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  (InDOT)  has  yet 
to  request  funding  or  start  an  Environmental  Impact  Study  for  upgrading  the  road 
between  Bloomington  and  Indianapolis.   How  can  a  highway  t)etween  Bloomington 
and  Evansville  be  a  part  of  such  a  grandiose  mid-continent  highway  scheme  when  it  is 
not  connected  to  1-69  in  Indianapolis?  If  it  were  truly  a  mid-continent  highway  then  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  might  have  to  be  done  for  the  entire  Indianapolis  to 
Laredo,  Texas  route.  When  it  comes  to  gaining  popular  support  for  the  highway,  it  is 
promoted  as  all  things  for  all  people.  When  it  comes  to  gaining  funding  or  complying 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  then  it  is  just  a  highway  from  Bloomirigton 
to  Evansville. 


Neglect  of  Public  Concern  and  Existing  Roads 

Public  input  into  the  proposed  highway  has  t>een  a  public  sham.  InDOT's  format  for 
public  hearings  does  not  allow  citizens  to  publicly  discuss  highway  proposals. 
Comments  are  not  allowed  to  be  publidy  voiced  during  the  hearings.  At  one  public 
meeting  concerning  the  Evansville  Highway  held  in  Bloomington  in  October,  1991, 
InDOT  even  brought  in  the  Sheriff's  Department  to  make  sure  that  citizens  complied 
with  this  undemocratic  fomnat    While  InDOT  officials  assure  us  that  no  final  decisions 
for  a  highway  route  have  been  made,  this  process  is  designed  to  ensure  that  their 
preferred  alternative  is  implemented  without  any  public  opposition.  This  format  is  also 
designed  to  stifle  the  natural  coalitions  that  are  formed  by  citizens  wfien  faced  with  a 
government  that  is  about  to  take  their  land,  destroy  their  environment,  and  waste  their 
tax  dollars.  The  Bloomington  Herald-Times  recently  editorialized  against  this  hearing 
format  (copy  attached). 

The  Hoosier  Environmental  Council  ActkMi  Fund  drafted  a  bill  that  was  considered  by 
the  1994  Indiana  Legislature  to  force  InDOT  to  listen  to  the  public  at  public  hearings 
and  allow  citizens  to  appeal  InDOT  decisions.  The  bill  was  killed  because  InDOT 
complained  that  giving  citizens  such  rights  woukl  be  too  costly.  Other  state  agencies 
such  as  the  Department  of  Environmental  Management  and  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  conduct  fair  and  open  public  hearings  despite  having  much  smaller 
budgets. 

InDOT  has  also  not  complied  with  the  1991  Federal  Intermodal  Surface  Transportatk)n 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  which  requires  states  to  adopt  new  publk;  participation 
processes.  This  law  stresses  the  importance  of  eariy  and  frequent  put)lk:  input  into 
transportation  planning.  This  law  also  places  higher  priority  on  deaner  modes  of 
transportation  such  as  high-speed  rail  and  bkrydes,  while  InDOT's  publk;  hearing 
format  ensures  the  status  quo  of  highway  buikling  will  continue. 
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Pouring  money  into  this  highway  also  detracts  from  other  transportation  projects  which 
are  less  costly  and  less  damaging  to  the  environment,  such  as  maintaining  existing 
roads  or  investing  in  mass  transit.  Alterr«tives  such  as  upgrading  existing  roads  are 
not  being  considered  by  InDOT  in  their  environmental  studies  of  the  highway.  A 
December,  1993  report  entitled  "A  Study  of  Ijocal  Roads  and  Bridges  in  Indiana" 
conducted  by  the  Association  of  Indiana  Courrties  and  the  Indiana  Association  of 
Cities  and  Towns  found  that  inadequate  funding  of  local  roads  and  bridges  has 
resulted  in  projected  unmet  funding  needs  of  $2.7  billion.  The  survey  found  that  68% 
of  all  local  roads  are  in  poor  or  fair  condition  and  that  43%  of  local  bridges  are  rated 
deficient.  The  survey  also  found  that  there  are  more  than  15,200  miles  of  unfunded 
resurfacing  needs  and  more  than  10,200  miles  of  unfunded  reconstruction  needs 
statewide  (Summary  of  Findings  attached). 


Environmental   Damage 

The  Evansville  highway  would  destroy  at  least  4.000  acres  of  farmland,  forests  and 
wetlands,  increasing  noise,  air,  and  water  pollution.  It  would  bisect  southwest 
Indiana's  karst  region,  damaging  hat>itats  for  endangered  blind  cave  fish  and  bats.  In 
1993,  InDOT  was  cited  by  the  Indiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  for  violating 
the  state's  endangered  spedes  act  when  a  road  widening  project  in  this  karst  regkxi 
led  to  damage  to  habitats  of  endangered  blind  cave  fish.  Gasoline  spills  and  dye 
ti-acings  from  sinkholes  in  this  region  have  shown  the  complexity  and  fragility  of 
underground  ecosystems  as  well  as  the  threat  to  drinking  water  sillies. 

Conflict  with  the  Intermodal  Surfac*  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 

Plans  for  the  Indianapolis-to-Evansville  Highway  are  a  direct  confadknion  to  ISTEA's 
Declaration  of  Policy: 

"It  is  the  polk^  of  the  United  States  to  devetop  a  National  Intemiodal 
Transportation  System  that  is  economically  efficient  and  environmentally  sound, 
provides  the  foundation  for  the  nation  to  compete  in  the  gk)t)al  economy,  and 
will  move  people  and  goods  in  an  energy  effk^ient  manner. 

The  national  Intermodal  Transportation  System  shall  consist  of  all  forms  of 
ti^ansportation  in  a  unified,  interconnected  manner,  including  the  transportation 
systems  of  the  future,  to  reduce  energy  consumption  and  air  pollution  while 
promoting  economic  development  arxJ  supporting  the  Natwn's  preemirwnt 
position  in  international  commerce.' 

The  Indianapolis-to-Evansville  Highway:  1)  has  been  fourxl  by  all  goverrvrient  funded 
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studies  to  be  economically  inefficient;  2)  is  not  environmentally  sound;  3)  is  not  energy 
efficient;  4)  is  not  a  transportation  system  of  tfie  future;  and  5)  will  inaease  energy 
consumption  and  air  pollution.  Lastly,  I  would  argue  that  increasing  the  national  debt 
by  spending  over  one  billion  dollars  on  a  highway  that  is  not  needed,  coupled  with  the 
effects  on  the  U.S.  trade  deficit  resulting  from  increased  dependence  on  foreign  oil  by 
encouraging  auto  use,  will  actually  reduce  the  Nation's  atiility  to  compete  in  a  glottal 
economy  and  threatens  our  preeminent  position  in  international  commerce. 


Widespread  and  Growing  Citizen  Opposition 

There  is  widespread  and  growing  citizen  opposition  to  this  project  throughout  Indiana. 
HECAF  has  collected  over  35.000  signatures  on  petitions  opposing  the  highway's 
construction  (sample  petition  attached).  The  state's  largest  newspaper,  the 
Indianapolis  Star,  as  well  as  the  Terre  Haute  Tribune-Star  have  both  editorialized 
against  the  highway  (copies  attached).  At  least  two  state  senators  and  two  state 
representatives  have  spoken  out  against  the  new  road. 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  important  matter.  We  ask  that 
your  committee  take  these  concerns  into  consideration  arxJ  reject  any  further  funding 
of  this  environmentally  devastating  and  fiscally  wasteful  project.  The  environment  and 
the  taxpayers  will  thank  you  for  it. 


Sincerely. 


^nott 
Air  and  Energy  Policy  Director 


Attachments 


643 


Sk3jcral6o©nK35 


TTw  polley  of  W  nminpapur 
(•  to  ctifi**  Mir  accwacyf 

Uk«  perficfon,  too/  Kcurac)'  may  to  unvMlnafiN; 

hom^vwr.  It  will  ftmain  our  prlmfy  goal  anct  n«  wUr  not 

«W  sMtfletf  until  It  It  wftfWn  our  grmp. 

teett  Ctw1(  S«kUR  PuOilahor  and  Eanor-khChl^f 

Robwt  S.  Zailitorg  EWtor 

MteltMl  J.  H*fro«i  iSenera/  Manegtr 

ttOO  •oan  Wtfnx  MMt  /  M.  an  M* 
■  47409/1 


^UR  OPINION 


Hearing  format 
a  public  fraud 

Every  once  In  a  while  we  see  evidence  Out  gov- 
ernment leaders  soraettmes  forget  what  the 
democratic  process  is  aJJ  about  when  Jt  comes 
to  decision  making  in  our  communities.  We  saw 
such  evidence  last  week  in  Ellettsvllle  duiing  two 
meetings  on  the  latest  plans  for  widening  Ind.  46. 

The  Indiana  Department  of  Transportation  called 
the  meetings  public  hearings.  But  they  were  noth- 
ing of  the  sort. 

The  roughly  200  interested  citizens  who  turned 
out  for  the  meetings  were  not  allowed  to  address  of- 
ficials in  a  public  forum.  Instead  tliey  listened  to  a 
formal  presentation  by  project  designers  and  were 
then  invited  to  provide  their  comments  by  either 
making  a  statement  Into  a  tape  recorder  or  fUIing 
out  a  comment  card. 

A  hearings  examiner  took  the  time  to  assure  that 
all  the  recorded  and  written  comments  would  be- 
come part  of  the  final  hearing  transcript  and  would 
be  considered  by  officials  as  they  prepare  the  final 
version  of  the  project  plans  in  the  comfiig  months. 

With  the  time  that  was  saved  by  not  opening  the 
meeting  floor  to  comments  from  the  audience,  offi- 
cials were  able  to  talk  oneon-one  with  citinns  who 
had  concerns  or  questions. 

Well,  a  one-on-one  opportunity  is  nice.  But  it  cer- 
tainly doesn't  come  close  to  replacing  the  benefit  of 
an  open  forum.  And  as  for  the  recorded  and  written 
comment  opportunity,  the  only  advantage  that  pro- 
vides citizens  is  the  saved  cost  of  a  few  postage 
stamps.  Citizens  already  have  the  right  to  send  com- 
ment letters  during  any  public  comment  period,  and 
those  letters  must  become  part  of  the  otDdal  recmrl. 

We  believe  that  by  definition,  a  pubUc  hearing  is  ! 
intended  to  be  a  forum  where  citizens  come  together 
to  expre^^s  their  opinions,  hear  each  other  and  be 
heard.  To  verify  our  expectations,  we  referred  to  the 
term's  component  words  in  Webster's  Nm>  Vntvtrsal 
Unabridged  Dictionary  and  fotind  the  foUowins- 
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Public:  the  general  body  of  a  nation,  state,  or  com- 
munity; the  people  as  a  whole;  the  community  at 
lane. 

Rearing:  audience:  attention  to  what  is  delivered; 
opportunity  to  be  heard. 

The  sessions  held  last  week,  we  believe,  do  not  ful- 
fill the  intentions  of  true  public  hearing. 

Few  citizens.  If  any,  left  last  week's  hl^way 
meetings  having  learned  how  their  neighbors  fielt 
about  the  proposed  plans  and  why  —  as  they  would 
have  if  there  had  been  a  true  public  bearing.  And 
none  left  having  been  erJighted  by  the  answer  to  a 
question  they  old  not  think  to  ask,  as  would  have 
happened  at  a  true  public  hearing. 

But  perhaps  even  more  importantly,  no  citizens 
left  last  week's  meetings  with  the  answers  to  ques- 
tions that  they  wondered,  but  were  too  intimidated 
to  ask.  That  Is  one  of  the  key  benefits  of  a  true  pul>- 
lic  hearing. 

Monroe  County  Commissioner  Mary  Forester- 
Rlnzer  volunteered  to  a  reporter  alter  one  of  the 
meetings  that  she  likes  the  hearing  format  Some- 
times In  open  fonuns,  she  said,  individuals  who  are 
particularly  articulate  can  persuade  people  to  posi- 
tions they  otherwise  may  not  have  taken. 

Well,  we  like  for  articulate  people  to  get  involved 
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LOCAL  ROADS  AND  BRIDGES 

IN  INDIANA 

December  1993 

Prepared  by 

The  Road  Information  Program 

1200 18th  St.  NW,  Suite  314 

Washington,  DC  20036 

(202)466-6706 

Fax  (202)  785-4722 


For 


Association  of  Indiana  Counties  Indiana  Association  of  Cities  &  Towns 

101  West  Ohio  Street,  Suite  710  150  West  Market  Street,  Suite  728 

Indianapoiis,  IN  46204-1906  Indianapolis.  IN  46204-2882 

(317)  684-3710  (317)  237-6200 

Fax  (317)  684-3713  Fax  (317)  237-6206 


Founded  in  1971,  The  Road  Information  Program  (TRIP)  of  Washington,  D.C.  Is  a  nonprofit  organization  that  researches, 
evaluates  and  distributes  economic  and  technica!  data  on  highway  transportation  Issues.  TRIP  is  sponsored  by  erwrgy  and 
insurance  companies,  equipment  manufacturers,  distrbutors  and  suppliers;  businesses  bwofved  In  highway  engineering, 
construction  and  rmancing;  labor  unions:  and  organizations  concerned  with  an  efTcienl  and  safe  highway  transportation 
network. 
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A  survey  of  Indiana's  county  and  municipal  superintendents  by  the  Association  of 
Indiana  Counties  (AIC),  the  Indiana  Association  of  Cities  &  Towns  (lACT)  and  The 
Road  Information  Program  (TRIP)  found  that  inadequate  funding  of  the  local  road 
and  bridge  system,  combined  with  increasing  vehicle  travel  on  the  system,  has 
resulted  in  projected  unmet  funding  needs  of  S2.7  billion,  or  S2,700  million,  for 
necessary  improvements  to  the  system. 

According  to  survey  results,  a  total  of  22  percent  of  all  locally  maintained  roads  are 
in  poor  condition  and  a  total  of  46  percent  are  in  fair  condition.  Poor  and  fair  roads 
combined  account  for  the  condition  of  68  percent  of  all  local  roads. 

Findings  from  the  survey  show  that  43  percent  of  locally  maintained  bridges  are 
rated  deficient.  Local  jurisdictions  report  they  have  funding  to  restore  seven  percent 
of  all  deficient  bridges  to  acceptable  standards  in  one  year. 

TRIP  recommends  that  to  meet  the  shortfall  in  funding,  the  counties  and 
municipalities  need  to  spend  an  additional  S270  million  annually  over  the  next  10 
years  to  rehabiliute  and  rebuild  the  road  and  bridge  system.    Expenditures  for  the 
current  year  should  total  S729  million  because  the  S4S9  million  in  actual 
expenditures  is  a  37  percent  shortfall. 

An  additional  S270  million  annual  investment  in  road  and  bridge  improvements  in 
Indiana  would  create  approximately  4,460  new  jobs  in  the  state. 

A  total  of  82  percent  of  needed  resurfacing  and  94  percent  of  needed  reconstruction 
of  local  roads  is  unfunded. 

Based  on  survey  results,  there  are  more  than  15,200  miles  of  unfunded  resurfacing 
needs  and  more  than  10,200  miles  of  unfunded  reconstruction  needs  statewide. 

Unfunded  local  road  resurfacing  needs  total  S628  million,  unfunded  local 
reconstruction  needs  S1.25  billion  and  unfunded  local  capacity  improvements  S822 
million. 

Eighty-eight  percent  (80,686  miles)  of  Indiana's  urban  and  rural  roads  are 
maintained  by  local  county  and  municipal  jurisdictions.    That  proportion  of  locally 
maintained  roadway  places  Indiana  13th  overall  among  the  50  states  and  well  above 
the  national  average  of  75  percent 

Travel  on  the  locally  mainUined  system  grew  32  percent  in  10  years  to  a  total  of 
17.53  billion  vehicle  miles  of  travel  (VMT). 
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State  revenue  sources  provide  57.5  percent  of  all  funding  for  local  road  and  bridge 
needs  and  local  revenue  sources  provide  25  percent.  Federal  sources  provide  1 7.5 
percent 

Indiana's  local  road  and  bridge  system  would  be  in  much  worse  condition  were  it  not 
for  the  efTorts  of  the  local  road  departments  to  achieve  maximum  possible 
improvements  under  extremely  limited  budgets  in  recent  years. 
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TO  GOVERNOR  EVAN  BAYH  and  OTHER  ELECTED  OFFICIALS 

FROM  THE  CITIZENS  OF  INDIANA 

With  my  signature  and  donation  I  join  the  Hoosler  Environmental  Council  and  my  Wlow  citizens  in  demanding  that  the 
State  spend  its  transportation  donars  on  deaner,  more  energy  efficient  transportation  programs  that  will  reduce  air  pollu 
and  climate  change,  while  providing  Jobs  tor  Indiana  cttlzens. 

I  reject  the  State's  plans  to  spend  over  $1  billion  on  e  new  Indianapolis-to-Evansvilte  Highway,  which  will  save  only  8 
minutes  in  travel  time,  and  was  found  by  an  Independent  government  study  to  be  a  waste  o<  our  tax  dollars. 

I  support  the  JOBS  AND  ENVIRONMENT  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  that:  calls  for  repairing  existing  roads:  protects  oui 
natural  heritage  and  reduces  air  pollution;  uses  e)dsting  funds  for  improved  mass  transit  Including  passenger  trains;  and 
allows  tor  'town  hall'  discussions  at  public  transportation  project  hearings. 
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1  EDITORIALS 


MONDAY,  JUNE  3.  1991 

"Let  the  people  know  the  facts  tnd  the 
country  will  be  saved. •-Abraham  Lincoln 


The  Indianapolis  Star 

C««enr  C  PitUUm  1M9-19TS.  rMiArr  19*4-19?$ 

tuftot  S.  pHlliain  V .  A.  Oytf  Jr.  Joha  LyH 

fMitkrr  frtrndt^t  JUiior 

t>aTM  B.  VrifVi      Malcolm  %'.  Ayplcgait      Frcok  Cap«rl«B 
tmunru  Mmnmffr         C*trrtl  IHvitgrr         Kanofi^t  tailor 
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;  Highway  high  jinks     i 

That  strange  and  high-priced  plan  for  a  high 
uay  route  from  central  Indiana  to  Evansvlllc 
by  way  of  nowhere  keeps  coming  back  to  Hie 
like  a  concrete  Count  Dracuia  ' 

•  Evansvllle  boosters,  politicians  and  development  i 
professionals  have  been  pushing  It  since  the  1960s.  | 
Yel  study  after  study  shows  It  would  not  be  cost  | 
effective.  j 

*The  planners'  preferred  route  Is  certainly  not 


the  shortest  distance  t>etween  two  points.  The  route  i 
heads  west  out  of  Bloomlngton  toward  the  area  of  ,' 
Newberry  in  south  centra!  Greene  County,  where  j 
almost  no  one  is  or  goes,  and  only  then  veers  out.  | 
ALone  time  the  routes  cost  was  estimated  at  61  I 
billion,  though  the  Indiana  Department  of  Trans- 
portation now  ts  using  a  figure  of  8775  million. 
DcJrit  count  on  that  price. 

^ome  people  In  southwest  Indiana  are  sensing  a 
bo'nanza,  but  at  a  huge  expense  to  the  general 
pulillc.  Under  the  states  present  planning  the 
northern  28  miles  of  this  80-mlle  route  would  go 
under  construction  In  1996.  and  then  the  state 
would  be  committed  almost  irreversibly. 

So  the  time  for  Gov.  Evan  Bayh  to  star!  explain- 
ing such  plans  and  expenditures  ts  now. 

'There  already  Is  one  dual  lane  route  to  Evans-  j 
vllle  from  Indianapolis,  via  1-70  and  U.S.  -il.  If  one  j 
wants  a  different  route,  especially  by  w  ay  of  Bloom- 
fn^^ton,  the  solution  Is  obvious:  1-64  already  crosses 
southern  Indiana  from  Louisville  to  the  Evansvllle 
area,  and  dual  lane  Ind.  37  extends  from  Indiana- 
polis to  the  far  side  of  White  River  at  Bedford. 

•A  route  could  be  built  farther  southwest  lo  1-64. 
In  fact,  the  state  next  year  Is  to  begin  extending  the 
dual  lane  version  of  Ind.  37  south  to  Mitchell,  and 
from  there  It  Is  only  about  33  miles  to  1-64. 

Jn  a  decade  when  Indiana  tax  money  Is  under  so 
much  pressure,  why  are  we  even  considering  such 
a  high  Jinks  plans  to  build  a  billion  dollar  detour 
route? 


t 
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Around  the  state 

A  highway  alternative 

The  propaganda  engine  driving  the  proposed 
EvansviUeto-Indianapolls  highway  is 
looking  for  any  fuel  it  can  find  to  build  mo- 
mentum. Some  hea\-y  feet  are  pushing  down  on 
this  accelerator,  so  there  may  be  no  way  to  slow 
this  boondoggle  baby  down. 

The  proposed  highway  —  Indiana's  expensive 
portion  of  Interstate  69  that  would  help  link  Tex- 
as to  Michigan  —is  scheduled  to  get  under  con- 
struction near  Evans\-i:ie  by  1996  It  has  the  back- 
ing of  Gov.  Evan  Bayh  and  8th  District  Rep. 
FtJink  McCloskey.  Congress  has  listed  the  entire 
IndianapoUs-to-Houston  stretch  as  a  priority. 

In  an  attempt  to  boost  support  for  the  biUion- 
doUar  highway,  the  sute  project's  biggest  boost- 
er, the  Southern  Indiana  Regional  Highway  Co 
alition,  recently  released  a  study  that  estimated 
the  freeway  would  produce  5.000  new  jobs, 
mostly  related  to  manufacturing,  transportation 
and  tourism. 

It's  no  secret  the  highway  would  be  less  than 
beneficial  to  Terre  Haute  and  the  rest  of  the  Wa 
bash  Valley.  It  would  reroute  a  lot  of  traffic  that 
now  uses  U.S  41  and  Interstate  70  to  get  to  India- 
napolis. That,  simply,  would  be  bad  for  business 

Under  current  conditions,  ii  would  save  travel 
ers  time  But  there  is  another,  less  costly  option. 
A  bypass  around  Terre  Haute's  congested  south- 
side  retail  district  v.ould  significantly  decrease 
the  traveling  time  arg\imei!t  for  the  new  I-69  The 
time  sa\'ings.  studies  show ,  v.ould  be  dowTi  to  a 
natter  of  minutes 

Critics  of  the  project  also  make  a  g(x>d  point 
•when  they  say  improving  local  routes  would 
Aring  more  local  jobs  than  the  massive  federal 
project.  These  critics  recommend  making  U.S.  4! 
a  limited-access  route  in  addition  to  buiJdine  the 
bypass  around  Terre  Haute. 

With  the  widespread  support  for  the  new  high 
way,  it  may  be  too  late  to  get  the  brakes  applied 
But  taxpayers  should  be  aware  of  the  options. 
There  are  serious  questions  about  costs  vs.  bene 
fits  that  need  to  be  asked  and  have  yet  to  be  an- 
swered 
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Mr.  Price.  Thanks  to  all  of  you  for  the  time  and  efFort  you  have 
taken  to  be  here  today  and  for  your  testimony  before  us.  We  will 
attend  to  it  carefully. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  TOKARSKI.  I  would  like  to  submit  these  testimonies,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Do  I  just  leave  them  here? 

Mr.  Price.  Yes,  we  will  put  a  reasonable  amount  of  accompany- 
ing material  in  the  record.  We  will  do  the  best  we  can  with  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Indiana  University 


Art  Museum 


March  7,  1994 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  strongly  object  to  the  new  terrain  extension  of  highway  1-69 
for  a  variety  of  reasons.  After  working  hard  for  15  years  to 
develop  a  secluded  home  in  a  beautiful  rural  setting,  the  thought 
of  listening  to  the  drone  of  vehicles  barrelling  down  this 
highway  in  the  name  of  someones  ill-placed  notion  of  progress  is 
i.-jl    whciL  my    L-:\;u^iy     aiid  1  wciiiLci  lor  ourselves. 

Aside  from  the  personal  impact,  I  feel  that  local  bureaucrats  are 
forcing  on  us  an  expensive,  wasteful  use  of  tax  payers  dollars 
for  a  new  terrain  highway  when  there  are  much  more  sensible 
alternatives.  In  this  day  and  age  such  spending  can  not  be 
condoned.  We  have  a  variety  of  routes  throught  ■/he  southwest 
corridor  of  Indiana  that  would  benefit  greatly  from  an:;''upgrade 
and  would  save  the  same  amount  of  commuting  time  that  the 
"experts"  claim  a  new  highway  would  save. 

Existing  roads  would  be  cut  off,  emergency  services  interrupted 
and  communities  divided  or  turned  into  ghost  towns.  Please  do  not 
approve  spending  on  this  highway.  There  is  simply  not  enough 
reason  to  build  it. 


Sincerely, 

Nancy  KriTeger         ' 

Program  Coordinator 

Indiana  University  Art  Museum 

BloomingtoHJfldfimeddress :    7345   S.    Burch   Rd . 

47405  Bioomington,    Indiana    47403 

812-855-5445 
Fax:812-855-1023 
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Indiana  U^^VERS^T 


March  9,  1994 


Department  OF 

History  AND 

Philosophy 

OF  Science 


Congress  of  the  United  States 
Washington,  DC 

Dear  Members  of  Congress: 

I  would  like  to  register  my  strong  opposition  to  the  proposed 
Interstate  69  highway  extension  through  southern  Indiana.  The 
citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana  simply  cannot  afford  this  project. 
Economically,  it  will  benefit  a  narrow  segment  of  the  construction 
industry  in  the  short  run  while  costing  taxpayers  and  small 
businesspersons  much  over  the  long  term.  Environmentally,  it 
will  wreak  havoc  on  forests,  farmlands,  and  limestone  reserves 
that  are  irreplaceable. 

Furthermore,  upgrading  the  existing  highway  network  would 
mitigate  whatever  transportation  problems  exist  in  the  region. 

This  project  threatens  to  tear  apart  the  fabric  of  southern  Indiana 
culture.  There  cire  many  families,  my  own  included,  who  deeply 
cherish  this  landscape  where  generations  of  our  relatives  have 
lived  out  their  lives.  We  owe  it  to  those  who  will  come  after  us  not 
to  squander  our  natural  resources  and  cultural  heritage. 

Please  don't  support  the  proposed  1-69  extension. 

Yours  sincerely, 


oaw*4^tl-  (fiu3tIuO 


James  H.  Capshew 
Assistant  Professor 


Goodbodv'  Hall  130 

Bloomington.  Indiana 

47405-2401 

812-855-3622 
Fax:812-855-3631 


Telephone:  812-855-3655 


Email:  JCAPSHEWeiNDIANA.EDU 
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Jerard  G.  Ruff,  M.D. 

Allergy  and  Immunology 

343  South  College  Avenue 

Bloomington,  Indiana  47403 

[812)334-1198 
April  22,  1994 


To  IVhom  It  May  Concern: 

My  wife  and  I  are  strongly  opposed  to  using  more  than  a  billion  of 
our  (Joe  and  Josephine  Taxpayer's)  hard-earned  dollars  to  build  another 
grotesque  hundred  mile  segment  of  interstate  highway  between  Bloomington 
and  Evansville.  As  we  understand  the  conclusions  of  the  INDOT  studies, 
this  proposed  four  lane  eyesore  will  save  an  astounding  total  of  eight 
precious  minutes  on  the  trip  from  Indianapolis  to  Evansville.  Balanced 
against  that  nanosecond-per-millimeter  saving  are  a  few   other  reasonably 
precious  items,  such  as  fertile  farmlands,  endangered  wetlands,  diminishing 
forest  resources,  and — for  lack  of  a  better  term — the  pristine  beauty  of 
Southern  Indiana.  Add  to  this  the  inevitable  disruption  of  lives  and 
families  generated  by  the  concrete  curtain  phenomenon,  and  we're  left 
with  a  truly  unconscionable  cost  for  this  high  speed  rendezvous  with 
life  in  the  fast  lane. 

Apparently  one  reasonable  alternative  to  the  1-69  rapid  (as  in  "ill- 
conceived")  transit  system  is  an  upgrading  of  US  41  with  a  Terre  Haute 
bypass  costing  less  than  1/5  of  aforementioned  billion  plus.   I'm  not  a 
highway  engineer  and  my  wife's  not  a  math  major,  but  we  figure  that  leaves 
us  with  a  tidy  little  nest  egg  with  which  to  dual-lane  Indiana  Highway  46 
between  Bloomington  and  Ellettsville,  put  in  a  dozen  or  so  passing  lanes 
between  Bloomington  and  Willie  Nelson's  second  favorite  Nashville,  repair 
a  whole  bunch  of  battered  bridges,  and  virtually  eradicate  every  major 
pot-hole  throughout  the  entire  free  world.  We're  no  doubt  hopelessly 
old-fashioned,  but  we  dearly  cherish  the  mom-and-pop  nuances  of  this 
rustic  area  we  call  home.  We  feel  it's  worth  infinitely  more  than  what- 
ever alleged  economic  and  cultural  benefits  these  smooth-talking,  futuristic 
P.  T.  Barnums  have  promised  in  the  form  of  1-69.  As  our  old  pal  Henry  David 
Thoreau  once  said,  "The  cost  of  a  thing  is  the  amount  of  what  I  will  call 
life  that  must  be  exchanged  for  it,  immediately,  or  in  the  long  run". 


Nancy  Ruff 


654 

[Clerk's  note. — ^Additional  copies  of  letters  are  retained  in  the 
Subcommittee  files.] 


Monday,  April  25,  1994. 
CORRroOR  H  ALTERNATIVES,  WEST  VIRGINIA 

WITNESS 
SAMUEL  A.  CRAVOTTA,  CORRIDOR  H  ALTERNATIVES 

Mr.  Price.  Well,  that  concludes  our  day's- 


Ms.  McKeown.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  could  provide  a  few  mo- 
ments, the  other  half  of  my  testimony  has  now  made  his  appear- 
ance. 

Mr.  Price.  Mr.  Cravotta,  we  have  your  written  statement,  which 
we  will  gladly  put  in  the  record.  You  may  spend  just  a  minute. 

Mr.  Cravotta.  I  understand,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  appreciate 
even  a  minute.  I  just  want  to  share  with  you  the  importance  of  con- 
sidering other  alternatives. 

I  am  a  former  resident  of  the  area  in  question,  of  Corridor  H, 
going  through  Virginia  and  West  Virginia,  and  I  know  that  from 
our  position  that  we  took  fighting  that  road  back  in  1970s,  that  my 
neighbors  were  really  adamant  that  they  did  not  want  a  four-lane 
interstate-type  highway  system  going  through  the  middle  of  their 
community. 

Now,  I  believe  that  we  can  provide  an  improved  road  alternative 
that  will  meet  the  requirements  that  we  have;  it  will  provide  im- 
proved transportation,  which  we  want;  we  certainly  would  not 
mind  the  money  being  spent  and  generating  some  jobs,  although  I 
think  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  there  are,  to  my  knowledge,  no 
large  contractors  in  West  Virginia  that  are  capable  of  handling  the 
interstate  standard  of  road  construction  and  that  most  of  these  jobs 
typically  go  to  out-of-state  contractors. 

We  are  concerned  that  some  of  the  areas  around  Moorefield  and 
Petersburg  really  do  need  some  road  improvement,  and  as  part  of 
an  improved  road  alternative  really  could  get  some  assistance.  If 
you  will  look  at  this  map,  sir,  we  have  the  original  scheme  pro- 
posed by  the  Department  of  Highways  of  West  Virginia  would  have 
gone  right  down  through  this  route,  right  by  the  large  towns  of 
Moorefield  and  Petersburg,  and  this  proposal  could  provide  a  much- 
needed  bypass  around  those  towns  and,  at  the  same  time,  provide 
increased  transportation  to  and  from  those  towns. 

I  just  really  have  a  problem  with  blasting  a  new  four-lane  super 
highway  right  through  the  middle  of  the  mountains  in  some  very, 
very  sensitive  and  beautiful  areas  of  the  State  of  West  Virginia, 
which  I  feel  will  be  spoiled  by  this  road.  I  just  would  like  to  encour- 
age this  committee  to  consider  that  we  probably  could  save  half  of 
the  $1  billion  cost  proposed  for  this  road  by  developing  it  as  an  im- 
proved road  alternative. 

I  think  that  sections  of  road  could  be  upgraded,  as,  for  example, 
a  third  passing  lane  going  up  mountains. 

We  can  straighten  out  all  of  the  switchbacks.  That  is  very,  very 
important.  And  even  two  lane  sections  of  the  highway  need  to  have 
large  shoulders  so  that  you  can  have  room  for  hikers  and  bicyclers 
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and  pull-offs  for  emergencies  and  sight-seeing,  and  so  forth.  So  we 
could  really  upgrade  in  road  system,  but  we  really  do  not  need  a 
new  super  highway  right  through  the  mountains  of  West  Virginia. 

I  really  appreciate  your  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  speak  to 
you.  I  hope  you  will  consider  reading  this  word  for  word,  because 
there  are  some  important  thoughts  that  I  have  put  down  in  this 
statement. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  we  will  put  that  full  statement  in  the 
record.  We  are  glad  you  made  it  here  in  time  to  testify. 

Mr.  Cravotta.  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Price.  The  Subcommittee  will  adjourn. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Sam  Cravotta  follows:] 
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SAM 

CRAVOTTA 

FOR 


U.S.  House  Appropriations  Committee  April  25,  1994 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
Public  Hearing  on  Corridor  H 

Honorable  Members  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

I  stand  before  you  today  as  a  concerned  taxpayer,  a  former  resident  of  the  Corridor  H  vicinity  and 
a  candidate  for  the  second  congressional  district  seat  of  West  Virginia.  I  am  a  professional 
architect  with  graduate  studies  in  transportation  planning  and  years  of  professional  planning 
experience.  I  spoke  out  about  this  issue  at  public  hearings  in  the  late  1970's.  My  primary 
concerns  are  environmental  impact,  the  cost  to  taxpayers,  the  effect  on  local  communities  and  the 
need  to  consider  more  effective  methods  of  upgrading  access  to  our  beautiilil  state. 

No  one  doubts  that  West  Virginia  needs  to  upgrade  its  highway  system,  however,  I  propose  that 
it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  our  state  to  develop  Corridor  H  as  an  Improved  Road  Alternative 
instead  of  bulldozing  a  new  four  lane  corridor  through  the  middle  of  our  mountains. 

There  are  numerous  advantages  to  providing  an  Improved  Road  Alternative  (I.R.  A.)  which  will 
provide  2,  3  and  4  lane  upgrades  to  existing  highways. 

I.R.A   ADVANTAGES 

1.  I.R.A. 's  are  less  expensive  (The  new  4  lane  corridor  will  cost  over  $1  billion.  In  this  era  of 
deficit  spending  we  cannot  afford  to  waste  taxpayers  money.) 

2.  I.R.A. 's  can  minimize  environment  impact  (The  new  4  lane  corridor  will  have  an  irreversible 
impact  on  mountams  with  unique  geological  fonrations.) 

3.  I.R.A.'s  can  be  built  by  local  West  Virginia  contractors.  (The  new  4  lane  corridor  will  end  up 
being  built  by  large  out  of  state  contractors.) 

4.  I.R.A.'s  can  provide  upgrades  commensurate  with  transportation  counts.  (The  new  4  lane 
corridor  cannot  be  justified  by  the  April  6,  1994  trafiSc  counts  published  by  the  West  Virginia 
Division  of  Highways,  nor  by  the  protected  traflBc  counts  in  the  supplement  draft  E.I.S.) 

5.  I.R.A's  can  provide  transportation  benefits  for  local  towns  such  as,  Moorefield  and 
Petersburg,  which  are  by-passed  by  the  new  4  lane  corridor. 

6.  I. R.A's  can  be  completed  and  turned  over  for  use  as  each  is  completed.  (Much  of  the 
proposed  4  lane  corridor  will  be  unused  until  completion.) 


POUTICALLT  INCORRECT  &  PROUD  OF  IT 

3008  Glen  DriTe.  MutlDtbuif.  WV    2S401 

OFFICE:    304-274-2794        FAX:    304-274-0140 

Paid  for  by  Patricia  CraTotta.  Treasurer 
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Corridor  H  Public  Hearing 
April  25,  1994 
Page  Two 

Although  I  have  not  had  the  time  to  actually  map  out  a  transportation  design  for  the  Improved 
Road  Alternative,  I  know  each  curve  in  these  roads  intimately.  The  following  are  my  recommen- 
dations for  an  I  R.A.  following  the  Scheme  A  Route,  which  was  the  preferred  option  recom- 
mended the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways. 

IRA.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  Provide  a  third  passing  lane  for  all  straight  incline  mountain  roads. 

2.  Switch  back  mountain  road  segments  should  either  be  straightened  or  abandoned  in  favor  of 
building  a  new  road  over  or  around  the  mountain. 

3.  Towns  with  a  high  volume  of  traffic  (i.e.  Petersburg  with  5,700  vehicles/day  and  Moorefield 
with  9,000  vehicles/day)  should  be  provided  with  a  by-pass. 

4.  Upgrade  the  shoulders  on  all  2  lane  roadways  to  allow  for  safety,  bicycles,  and  pull  offs  for 
emergencies  or  site  seeing. 

5.  Provide  segments  of  four  lane  divided  highway  wherever  the  need  exist  and  the  terrain  will 
allow. 

The  Improved  Road  Alternative  appears  to  be  allowable  under  the  "Approved  Criteria  for 
Appalachian  Development  Highway  System"  (NS  23  CFR  633B  Attachment  2).  Such  a  plan  can 
be  a  cost  effective  alternative  providing  maximized  benefits  to  the  local  communities  and 
minimum  environmental  impact.  I  hope  that  our  representative  forms  of  government  is  not  so 
patronizing  that  Legislators  will  continue  to  express  the  "We  know  Best  Attitude".  If  we  will 
listen  to  the  people  we  can  all  be  winners  in  doing  what  is  best  for  West  Virginia. 


Sincerely, 


Samuel  A.  Cravotta 
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FEDERAL-AID  POLICY  OUIDE 

•December  9,    1991,  Tr.ns.nitta.  i         N9  23  CPR  633B 

Attachmsnu  2 

NON - REGULATORY  SUPPLEMENT 
ATTACHMENT 

OPI:  HEP- 12 

APPROVED  CRiy^Rjft  FCT  ftPPMiArui^N  PSIiTLnrMrnT 
HiQHWAX  sYpria^ 

1.  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  shall  provide  a 
safe,  economical  transport  network  adequate  for  the  pre- 
dicated type  and  volume  of  traffic  to  be  served  by  the 
respective  segments. 

2.  The  ayatem  shall  be  built  to  provide  the  maximum  number  of 
miles  of  highways  that  can  be  constructed,  considering  the 
available  Federal  funds,  The  ayatem  ehalJ  hn  ripfllgnpri 
1ftCof»^  ftfl  praotioailA,  ti  Standacde   Which,  as  appllHcl  to 
each  actual  construction  project,  may  be  adequate  to  enable 
such  project  to  accommodate  the  types  and  volumes  of  traffic 
anticipated  for  euch  project  for  the  20-year  period  com- 
mencing on  the  date  of  approval,  under  usual  Federal -aid 
highway  procedures,  of  the  plans,  specifications  and  esti- 
mate for  actual  conscructicn  of  such  project.   Providet^. 
however,  that  nothing  herein  shall  prohibit  staged  construc- 
tion where,  in  the  discretion  of  the  State,  its  finances  so 
require.   The  right-of-way  width  on  the  system  shall  be 
adequate  to  permit  construction  of  projects  on  the  system  to 
these  standards , 

3.  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  shall  be  designed 
in  accordance  with  prevailing  ?ederal-aid  highway  standards, 
specifications,  policies  and  guides  applicable  to  the  pro- 
jected type  and  volume  of  traffic, 

4.  The  design  and  construction  shall  be  coordinated  so  as  to 
achieve  continuity  and  reasonable  uniformity  throughout  the 
System,  and  provide  for  an  average  travel  speed  of  approx- 
imately 50  miles  per  hour  between  major  termini  of  the 
System,  commensurate  with  terrain.  This  shall  be  considered 
the  prime  objective.   Elements  of  design,  such  as  number  of 
lanes,  grade,  alignment,  and  degree  of  access  control  may  be 
varied  CO  achieve  this  objective, 

5.  The  projected  type  and  volume  of  traffic  shall  be  considered 
in  Che  determination  of  access  control.   Provision  should  be 
made  for  partial  or  full  control  of  access  where  justified 
in  order  tc  preserve  safety  and  capacity  for  traffic. 

6.  Th(5  ecenir  beauty  of  tlie  region  shall  be  preserved  and 
enhanced  to  the  extant  practicable  by  incorporating  land- 
scaping  and  bfiaut if Ication  into  the  design  of  the  Appala- 
chian Development  Highway  SyHteir. , 

7.  Provision  shall  be  made  for  maximum  use  of  local  labor  in 
constructing  the  System. 

B.    The  use  of  indigenous  and  locally  produced  materials  should 
be  encoxjraged . 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  METROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY  (LACMTA) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JULIAN  DIXON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
HON.  JERRY  LEWIS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
HON.  LUCILLE  ROYBAL-ALLARD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 

FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
HON.  DAVID  DREIER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
RICHARD  ALATORRE,  COUNCILMAN,  LOS  ANGELES  CITY 

COUNCIL;  CHAIRMAN,  LACMTA 
RON  LAMB,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  GOVERNMENT  RELATIONS, 

LOS  ANGELES  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE;  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 

GREATER  LA  TRANSPORTATION  COALITION 
JOHN  FASANA,  COUNCILMAN,  CITY  OF  DUARTE 
FRANKLIN  WHITE,  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  LACMTA 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Subcommittee  will  come  to  order  this  morning. 

We  are  delighted  to  have  witnesses  from  across  the  country 
again  today.  And  to  lead  us  off  this  morning  I  am  delighted  to  rec- 
ognize my  good  friends  and  colleagues  from  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  Congressman  Jerry  Lewis  and  Chairman  Julian  Dixon. 

Perhaps  you  would  like  to  lead  off,  Chairman  Dixon,  and  intro- 
duce your  guests. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  your  giving 
us  the  time  this  morning  to  make  our  1995  appropriations  request 
for  the  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority. 

With  me,  as  you  indicated,  is  Jerry  Lewis,  and  my  colleague  from 
Southern  California  Lucille  Roybal-Allard. 

Mr.  Carr.  Oh,  forgive  me.  How  could  I  forget  the  brightest 
dressed  lady  there? 

Mr.  DixON.  In  fact,  the  only  lady  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  not  in  the  entire  room. 

Mr.  DixON.  Also,  the  Chairman  of  our  MTA  board,  Councilman 
Richard  Alatorre,  and  City  Councilman  from  Duarte,  John  Fasana, 
and  to  my  left  a  gentleman  who  is  the  CEO  and  the  corrector 
around  here,  Franklin  White;  and  to  his  far  left,  Mr.  Ron  Lamb, 
who  is  the  Vice  President  of  Grovemment  Relations  of  the  Los  An- 
geles Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Executive  Director  of  the  Greater 
LA  Transportation  Coalition. 

Our  requests,  basically,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  threefold  in  nature. 
One  is  for  the  continuing  metro  rail  system,  and  we  are  requesting 
this  year  $217  million  for  the  extension  of  MOS-3.  You  are  well  fa- 
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miliar  with  that  project.  MOS-3  is  an  extension  that  touches  on 
three  basic  segments  of  the  Los  Angeles  community  extended  north 
to  North  Hollywood,  west  to  Pico-San  Vicente,  and  an  eastern  ex- 
tension from  downtown.  It  would  be  11.6  miles  when  completed. 

The  second  request  is  for  $18  million  for  the  Union  Station  Gate- 
way Intermodal  Center.  This  is  a  joint  project  totaling  $149  million 
of  public  and  private  joint  development  which  would  be  our  trans- 
portation hub  connecting  rail,  bus  and  car  pooling. 

And  the  third  request  is  for  $6.5  million  for  the  continued  design 
of  the  Advanced  Technology  Transit  Bus. 

We  have  been  joined  by  our  colleague  from  Southern  California, 
David  Dreier  and  Mr.  Lewis  has  to  go  to  a  meeting  with  our  full 
chairman,  so  I  would  call  on  him  next. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Dixon  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 
HONORABLE  JULIAN  C.  DIXON 
BEFORE  THE 
HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

ON 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUEST 

LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 
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GOOD  MORNING,  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE. 

IT  IS  A  PLEASURE  TO  BE  HERE  TODAY  WITH  MY  CALIFORNIA 
CONGRESSIONAL  COLLEAGUES,  AND  OUR  DISTINGUISHED  REPRESENTATIVES 
FROM  THE  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 
(LACMTA) .   WE  ARE  JOINED  TODAY  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  MTA,  LOS  ANGELES  COUNCILMAN  RICHARD  ALATORRE;  LACMTA  BOARD 
MEMBER  AND  CITY  OF  DUARTE  COUNCILMAN  JOHN  FASANA;  MTA'S  CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICER  FRANKLIN  WHITE;  AND  RON  LAMB,  EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR  OF  THE  GREATER  LOS  ANGELES  TRANSPORTATION  COALITION. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WE  COME  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  SHARE  THE  LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  MTA'S  PROGRESS  OVER  THE  LAST  YEAR  IN  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF 
ITS  COMPREHENSIVE  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN,  AND  TO  REQUEST  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE'S  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  AND  PARTNERSHIP  IN  THE  FURTHER 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  OUR  METRO  RAIL  SYSTEM,  AND  OTHER  PROJECTS  OF 
SIGNIFICANCE  TO  OUR  TRANSPORTATION  GOALS. 

IN  ADDITION  TO  OUR  SPECIFIC  FUNDING  x<EQUESTS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  HIGHLIGHT  THE  MTA'S  ACTIVITIES  UNDER  THE 
LEADERSHIP  OF  OUR  NEW  EXECUTIVE,  FRANKLIN  WHITE.   I  BELIEVE  IT  IS 
ALSO  IMPORTANT  TO  REVIEW  THE  MTA'S,  AND  LOS  ANGELES  AREA 
COMMUTER'S  RESPONSES  TO  THE  JANUARY  EARTHQUAKE. 

I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  TAKE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  THANK  THE  CHAIRMAN 
AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  THEIR  GENEROUS  AND 
EXPEDITIOUS  ACTION  IN  MOVING  FEDERAL  TRANSPORTATION  FUNDS  TO  OUR 
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REGION  IN  THE  AFTERMATH  OF  THE  NORTHRIDGE  EARTHQUAKE.   AS  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  IS  AWARE,  WE  ARE  MOVING  QUICKLY  TO  RECONSTRUCT  OUR 
HIGHWAY  SYSTEM  DEVASTATED  BY  THE  QUAKE.   THIS  WOULD  NOT  BE 
POSSIBLE  WITHOUT  YOUR  SUPPORT. 

LAST  MAY,  WHEN  WE  APPEARED  BEFORE  THE  COMMITTEE,  THE  LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY  (LACMTA)  HAD  ONLY 
RECENTLY  COME  INTO  EXISTENCE,  THE  PRODUCT  OF  A  MERGER  BETWEEN  THE 
LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION  (LACTC)  AND  THE 
SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT  (SCRTD) .   UNDER  THE 
LEADERSHIP  OF  OUR  NEW  CEO  FRANKLIN  WHITE,  THE  LACMTA  HAS  MOVED  TO 
ELIMINATE  DUPLICATION  AND  REDUCE  SPENDING  AS  ENVISIONED  BY  THE 
MERGER,  WHILE  MOVING  FORWARD  WITH  OUR  PLANNED  30-YEAR, 
$183  BILLION  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN. 

IN  THE  YEAR  FOLLOWING  THE  MERGER,  THE  MTA  HAS  ADOPTED  A  COST 
SAVING  BUDGET — REFLECTING  NEW  FISCAL  REALITIES  FACING  THE 
TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY;  COMPLETED  A  WORK  FORCE  REDUCTION  PLAN 
WHICH  TRIMMED  SOME  250  POSITIONS;  SIGNIFICANTLY  REDUCED  THE  USE 
OF  OUTSIDE  SERVICE  CONTRACTS;  ADDRESSED  CONCERNS  RAISED  ABOUT 
CONSTRUCTION  STRENGTH  OF  THE  METRO  RAIL  SEGMENT  ONE;  AND 
RESPONDED  ADEPTLY  TO  THE  TRANSPORTATION  DISRUPTIONS  RESULTING 
FROM  THE  REGION'S  JANUARY  EARTHQUAKE. 

WHEN  CONCERNS  WERE  EXPRESSED  ABOUT  THE  CONSTRUCTION  AND 
MANAGEMENT  OVERSIGHT  IN  THE  MINIMUM  OPERABLE  SEGMENT  ONE  (MOS-1) 
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TUNNELS,  MR.  WHITE  AND  THE  AGENCY  ESTABLISHED  AN  INDEPENDENT 
PANEL  TO  REVIEW  TUNNEL  STRENGTH  AND  SAFETY.   CONSEQUENTLY,  THE 
EXPERT  PANEL  FOUND  THAT  THE  TUNNEL,  "HAS  HIGH  STRENGTH  AND 
ACCEPTABLE  QUALITY."   THE  EARTHQUAKE,  WHICH  OCCURRED  WHILE  THE 
STUDY  WAS  IN  PROGRESS,  SERVED  AS  AN  ADDITIONAL  TEST  OF  TUNNEL 
STRENGTH — SAFETY  INSPECTIONS  FOUND  MINIMAL  IMPACT  ON  THE  TUNNELS. 


THE  TUNNEL  PANEL  RECOMMENDED  SOME  ADDITIONAL  GROUTING  ON 
SEGMENT  1,  AND  THE  CONTRACTORS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  INITIAL  WORK 
HAVE  ACCEPTED  FINANCIAL  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THOSE  REPAIRS.   IN 
ADDITION,  THE  ENTIRE  $1.4  MILLION  COST  OF  THE  STUDY  WAS  PAID  FOR 
BY  THE  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT  FIRM  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  MOS-1.   AS  A 
RESULT,  THE  STRENGTH  OF  THE  TUNNELS  HAS  BEEN  CONFIRMED  AND  MINOR 
REPAIRS  RECOMMENDED  BY  THE  PANEL  HAVE  BEEN  MADE  WITH  NO 
ADDITIONAL  COST  TO  TAXPAYERS.   THE  STUDY  ALSO  FOUND  THAT 
CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT  PROBLEMS  APPARENT  ON  SEGMENT  1  HAVE  BEEN 
EITHER  ELIMINATED  OR  RESOLVED  AS  CONSTRUCTION  WORK  PROCEEDS  ON 
SEGMENT  2. 

MTA'S  BIGGEST  CHALLENGE  OCCURRED  ON  JANUARY  17TH  OF  THIS  YEAR. 
IN  THE  WAKE  OF  THE  NORTHRIDGE  EARTHQUAKE,  THE  MTA  AND  ITS 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  WAS  SUDDENLY  FACED  WITH  THE  RESPONSIBILITY 
OF  MITIGATING  THE  SEVERE  DISRUPTION  IN  THE  REGION'S 
TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE.   THREE  MAJOR  FREEWAYS  RESPONSIBLE 
FOR  ABOUT  700,000  TRIPS  PER  DAY  WERE  DAMAGED  BEYOND  USE. 
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IMMEDIATELY  FOLLOWING  THE  DISASTER,  THE  MTA  QUICKLY  EXPANDED  ITS 
FLEET  OF  BUSES  AND  EXISTING  SERVICE  AND  OPENED  ADDITIONAL  ROUTES. 
THE  "METROLINK"  REGIONAL  COMMUTER  RAIL  SYSTEM  INCREASED  ITS 
NUMBER  OF  PASSENGER  CARS  FROM  SIX  TO  36.   IN  LESS  THAN  A  MONTH 
AFTER  THE  QUAKE,  SEVEN  NEW  METROLINK  STATIONS  WERE  OPEN, 
EXTENDING  ITS  COMMUTER  REACH  OVER  50  MILES.   RIDERSHIP  FIGURES 
SOARED  FROM  A  10,000  PER  DAY  AVERAGE  TO  A  RECORD  HIGH  OF  31,000 
FOLLOWING  THE  QUAKE. 

FOLLOWING  SAFETY  INSPECTIONS  OF  THE  METRO  RAIL  TUNNELS,  THE  RED 
LINE  REOPENED  ON  JANUARY  18.   PATRONAGE  FROM  COMMUTERS  ARRIVING 
ON  METROLINK  LED  TO  INCREASES  OF  UP  TO  40  PERCENT  IN  RED  LINE 
RIDERSHIP. 

THE  INCREASED  RIDERSHIP  ON  OUR  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  HAS  LEVELED  OFF 
SINCE  THE  EARTHQUAKE.   YET,  THOSE  NUMBERS  CONTINUE  TO  REMAIN  HIGH 
AND  MTA  BELIEVES  THERE  WILL  BE  SIGNIFICANT  RETENTION  IN 
RIDERSHIP.   FOR  EXAMPLE,  THE  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  (BART) 
RETAINED  20  PERCENT  OF  NEW  RIDERS  FOLLOWING  THE  1989  LOMA  PRIETA 
EARTHQUAKE.   WE  ARE  HOPEFUL  THAT  MANY  PREVIOUS  AUTOMOBILE  USERS 
WILL  ALTER  THEIR  COMMUTING  HABITS  FOR  GOOD. 

IN  THE  AFTERMATH  OF  THE  EARTHQUAKE,  IT  IS  CLEAR  WHAT  AN 
INTEGRATED  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  CAN  DO  FOR  THE  LOS  ANGELES  AREA. 
AS  EXPANDED  TRANSIT  ROUTES  AND  CONNECTIONS  BECOME  AVAILABLE,  WE 
BELIEVE  THAT  LOS  ANGELENOS  WILL  INCREASINGLY  AVAIL  THEMSELVES  OF 


666 

THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SUBSTANTIALLY  REDUCE  THEIR  COMMUTING  TIME. 

RIDERSHIP  ON  THE  BLUE  LINE  INCREASED  BY  AS  MUCH  AS  11  PERCENT 
FOLLOWING  THE  1993  OPENING  OF  THE  RED  LINE,  LINKING  OUR  BLUE  LINE 
LIGHT  RAIL  SYSTEM  WITH  THE  SUBWAY.   THIS  ILLUSTRATES  THE  IMPACT 
THAT  FURTHER  EXPANSION  OF  INTERCONNECTING  MODES  OF  TRANSIT  WILL 
HAVE  ON  THE  COMMUTING  PUBLIC. 

WHILE  WE  CANNOT  PLAN  FOR  THE  SUDDEN  TRANSPORTATION  UPHEAVALS 
RESULTING  FROM  AN  EARTHQUAKE,  THERE  ARE  MORE  GRADUAL  "SEISMIC 
EVENTS"  PROJECTED  FOR  THE  LOS  ANGELES  REGION  IN  THE  COMING  YEARS 
WHICH  CAN  BE  ANTICIPATED. 

BETWEEN  1990  AND  1992  THE  POPULATION  OF  THE  LOS  ANGELES 
CONSOLIDATED  METROPOLITAN  STATISTICAL  AREA  GREW  BY  AN  ESTIMATED 
500,000  PEOPLE.   THE  U.S.  CENSUS  BUREAU  PROJECTS  THAT  THE 
POPULATION  OF  CALIFORNIA  WILL  GROW  TO  NEARLY  50  MILLION  FROM  THE 
CURRENT  3  0  MILLION  IN  THE  NEXT  25  YEARS,  WITH  15%  OF  ALL 
AMERICANS  RESIDING  IN  THE  STATE.   IF  THE  STATE'S  ECONOMIC  OUTLOOK 
CONTINUES  TO  IMPROVE,  ANALYSTS  PREDICT  THESE  FIGURES  MAY  BE 
CONSERVATIVE.   OBVIOUSLY,  NOW  IS  THE  RIGHT  TIME  TO  MOVE  AHEAD 
AGGRESSIVELY  ON  OUR  PLANS  FOR  A  COMPREHENSIVE  INTERMODAL 
TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK. 

IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  WE  HIGHLIGHT  THE  MAJOR  TRANSIT  PROJECTS 
BEING  FINANCED  BY  LACMTA  AND  OTHER  STATE  AND  LOCAL  FUNDING 
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PARTNERS  WITHOUT  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE.   THESE  INCLUDE  THE  BLUE  LINE 
LIGHT  RAIL  SYSTEM  RUNNING  22  MILES  FROM  DOWNTOWN  LOS  ANGELES  TO 
LONG  BEACH,  AND  ITS  PLANNED  EXTENSION  TO  PASADENA;  THE  GREEN  LINE 
NOW  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  FROM  NORWALK  TO  EL  SEGUNDO  WITH  A  PLANNED 
EXTENSION  TO  LOS  ANGELES  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT;  AND  THE  400  MILE 
REGIONAL  METROLINK  SYSTEM. 

SINCE  THE  EARLY  1980s,  THE  RESIDENTS  OF  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  AND 
CALIFORNIA  HAVE  VOTED  TO  SUPPORT  COMPREHENSIVE  TRANSIT 
IMPROVEMENTS  BY  APPROVING  SALES  TAX  INCREASES  AND  GAS  TAX 
INCREASES  FOR  TRANSPORTATION  EXPENDITURES. 

AS  THE  COMMITTEE  IS  AWARE,  WE  HAVE  CONTINUED  TO  SEEK  A  50  PERCENT 
FEDERAL  SHARE  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  METRO  RAIL  PROJECT,  WELL 
BELOW  THE  MAXIMUM  80  PERCENT  ALLOWED  BY  LAW. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WITH  THESE  LOCAL  COMMITMENTS  TO  OUR  TRANSPORTATION 
FUTURE  IN  MIND,  LET  ME  NOW  TURN  TO  OUR  SPECIFIC  REQUEST  FOR 
FUNDING  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995. 

FIRST,  WE  WOULD  ASK  THAT  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  SUPPORT  OUR  REQUEST  FOR 
$217  MILLION  FOR  THE  METRO  RAIL  RED  LINE.   THIS  AMOUNT  WILL  BE 
USED  FOR  FINAL  DESIGN  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  RED  LINE'S  MINIMUM 
OPERABLE  SEGMENT  THREE  (MOS-3) .   THESE  FUNDS  WERE  AUTHORIZED  IN 
THE  INTERMODAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT,  IN  WHICH 
THE  TOTAL  FEDERAL  SHARE  OF  MOS-3  CONSTRUCTION  COSTS  WERE 
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AUTHORIZED  AT  $1.23  BILLION. 

MOS-3  OF  THE  RED  LINE  CONSISTS  OF  THREE  EXTENSIONS  OF  THE  SYSTEM: 
NORTH  TO  NORTH  HOLLYWOOD;  WEST  TO  THE  MID-CITY/PICO  SAN  VICENTE 
TERMINUS;  AND  TO  EAST  LOS  ANGELES.   MOS-3  WILL  ADD  AN  ADDITIONAL 
11.6  MILES  TO  THE  METRO  SYSTEM  UPON  SCHEDULED  COMPLETION  IN  THE 
YEAR  2000. 

THE  METRO  RAIL  SYSTEM  ACTS  AS  THE  "SPINE"  OF  THE  MTA'S 
TRANSPORTATION  BLUEPRINT.   THE  RED  LINE'S  FIRST  SEGMENT  (MOS-1) 
OPENED  FOR  OPERATION  ON  JANUARY  30,  1993.   THIS  INITIAL  4.4  MILE 
SEGMENT  HAS  CARRIED  ABOUT  5  MILLION  RIDERS  AND  LOGGED  OVER 
700,000  MILES  WITH  A  DAILY  WEEKDAY  RIDERSHIP  NOW  AVERAGING 
18,000.   THIS  IS  DOUBLE  THE  MTA'S  INITIAL  PROJECTIONS  ON 
RIDERSHIP. 

FINAL  DESIGN  WORK  ON  METRO  RED  LINE  SEGMENT  2  (MOS-2) ,  FORECAST 
TO  OPEN  IN  STAGES  IN  1996  AND  1998,  IS  NEARLY  COMPLETE; 
CONSTRUCTION  IS  ALMOST  3  0  PERCENT  COMPLETE.   AS  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
IS  AWARE,  $70  MILLION  OF  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
WERE  USED  TO  COMPLETE  THE  FEDERAL  SHARE  OF  MOS-2. 

THE  FULL  FUNDING  GRANT  AGREEMENT  FOR  MOS-3  WAS  SIGNED  ON 
MAY  14,  1993.   WORK  ON  FINAL  DESIGN  OF  SEGMENT  3  CONTINUES. 
CONSTRUCTION  GROUNDBREAKING  ON  THE  NORTH  HOLLYWOOD  EXTENSION  OF 
THE  SEGMENT  RECENTLY  TOOK  PLACE.   A  FEDERAL  COMMITMENT  OF  $217 
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MILLION  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  WILL  ALLOW  US  TO  CONTINUE  AT  OUR 
CURRENT  PACE  WITH  PLANS  FOR  MOS-3. 

I  HAVE  A  PARTICULAR  INTEREST  IN  SEGMENT  3  OF  THE  METRO  RAIL  RED 
LINE,  SINCE  THE  MID-CITY  EXTENSION  INCLUDES  TWO  STATIONS  IN  MY 
CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT,   THIS  MID-CITY  SEGMENT,  ALONG  WITH  ITS 
SISTER  EXTENSIONS  TO  EAST  LOS  ANGELES  AND  NORTH  HOLLYWOOD,  WILL 
PROVIDE  SERVICES  TO  AN  ETHNICALLY  AND  ECONOMICALLY  DIVERSE 
COMMUNITY  COMPRISED  OF  AFRICAN  AMERICAN,  ASIAN,  AND  LATINO 
RESIDENTS  TRADITIONALLY  DEPENDENT  ON  PUBLIC  TRANSIT. 

RESIDENTS  OF  THESE  COMMUNITIES  HAVE  THE  SAME,  IF  NOT  GREATER, 
TRANSIT  NEEDS  AS  OUR  MORE  AFFLUENT  NEIGHBORHOODS,  BUT  LACK 
SIGNIFICANT  TRANSPORTATION  OPTIONS.   ACCESS  TO  METRO  RAIL  WILL 
NOT  MERELY  ENHANCE  THE  DAILY  LIVES  OF  THESE  RESIDENTS,  IT  WILL 
ALSO  ENABLE  MANY  TO  EASILY  TRAVEL  TO  OTHER  JOB  RICH  AREAS  OF  THE 
LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY. 

THE  METRO  RAIL  SYSTEM  WILL  ALSO  AID  IN  SPURRING  RESIDENTIAL  AND 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IN  MANY  NEGLECTED  COMMUNITIES,  PROVIDING 
ECONOMIC  STIMULUS  AND  COMPLEMENTING  OTHER  FEDERAL  EFFORTS  TO 
INCREASE  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THESE  AREAS.   THE  MTA  HAS 
COMMITTED  ITSELF  TO  WORKING  WITH  COMMUNITIES  TO  PRODUCE  MAXIMUM 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  BENEFITS  FROM  INFRASTRUCTURE  SPENDING. 

WITH  THE  LOS  ANGELES  AREA  RECOVERING  FROM  A  STUBBORN  RECESSION, 
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L.A.'S  METRO  RAIL  ALSO  CONTINUES  TO  PROVIDE  THOUSANDS  OF  NEEDED 
JOBS  TO  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  AREA. 

THE  SECOND  PROJECT  FOR  WHICH  WE  ARE  REQUESTING  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE 
IS  THE  UNION  STATION  GATEWAY  INTERMODAL  CENTER.   GATEWAY  IS  A 
$149.5  MILLION  PUBLIC/PRIVATE  JOINT  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT.   WE  ARE 
REQUESTING  $18  MILLION  IN  FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR  CONTINUED 
CONSTRUCTION  ON  THIS  PROJECT  FOR  FY  1995. 

CONSTRUCTION  ON  THIS  "TRANSPORTATION  HUB"  BEGAN  IN  JANUARY  1993. 
UPON  ITS  SCHEDULED  COMPLETION  IN  1995,  GATEWAY  WILL  LINK  THE 
METRO  RAIL  RED  LINE  WITH  OUR  COMMUTER  RAIL  NETWORK,  THE  BLUE 
LINE,  AMTRAK,  AND  REGIONAL  AND  LOCAL  BUS  SERVICE,  IN  ADDITION  TO 
PRIVATE  CAR  POOLS. 

IT  IS  ESTIMATED  THAT  ARRIVING  TRANSIT  PASSENGERS  WILL  REACH 
114,000  PER  DAY  WHEN  GATEWAY  IS  COMPLETED.   GATEWAY  HAS  BEEN 
DESCRIBED  BY  FEDERAL  TRANSPORTATION  OFFICIALS 
AS  ONE  OF  THE  FINEST  INTERMODAL  PROJECTS  IN  THE  NATION. 

FINALLY,  WE  ARE  SEEKING  $6.5  MILLION  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  DESIGN  OF 
THE  "ADVANCED  TECHNOLOGY  TRANSIT  BUS"  (ATTB) .   THE  ATTB  PROJECT'S 
GOAL  IS  THE  DESIGN  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  LIGHT  WEIGHT  PROTOTYPE 
VEHICLE  WHICH  WILL  REDUCE  OPERATING  COSTS  AND  PRODUCE  ULTRA-LOW 
EMISSIONS. 
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THE  PROGRAM  IS  FUNDED  BY  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION  AND 
LED  BY  THE  MTA,  IN  COOPERATION  WITH  THE  NORTHRUP  CORPORATION,  AND 
WITH  CONTINUOUS  INPUT  FROM  TRANSIT  REPRESENTATIVES  THROUGHOUT  THE 
NATION.   SIX  PROTOTYPES  FOR  FIELD  TESTING  ARE  SCHEDULED  FOR 
PRODUCTION  IN  1996.   AS  A  STRONG  ADVOCATE  OF  DEFENSE  CONVERSION, 
I  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  ATTB  PROGRAM  REPRESENTS  A  GREAT  OPPORTUNITY  TO 
CONVERT  DEFENSE  INDUSTRY  TECHNOLOGY  TO  COMMERCIAL  USE. 

LAST  YEAR,  IN  MY  WRITTEN  TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  COMMITTEE  I 
MENTIONED  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  PROVIDING  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITIES 
AND  TECHNICAL  PROGRAMS  IN  TRANSPORTATION  FOR  INNER  CITY  STUDENTS. 
I  AM  VERY  PLEASED  THAT  THE  MTA  HAS  RECENTLY  MADE  SUCH  A  PROGRAM  A 
REALITY,  BY  JOINING  WITH  THE  LOS  ANGELES  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 
AND  THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION  TO  CREATE  TRANSPORTATION 
CAREER  ACADEMIES  AT  THREE  HIGH  SCHOOLS  IN  THE  CITY. 

THE  GOAL  OF  THE  PROGRAM  IS  TO  TRAIN  STUDENTS  FOR  JOBS  OR  HIGHER 
EDUCATION  IN  TRANSPORTATION-RELATED  FIELDS.   I  COMMEND  THE  MTA • 
FOR  REACHING  OUT  TO  THE  COMMUNITY  IT  SERVES,  AND  RECOGNIZING  THE 
NEED  TO  FOSTER  AN  UNDERSTANDING  OF  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  TO  THE  NATION'S  FUTURE. 

THE  METRO  RAIL  PROJECT,  UNION  STATION  GATEWAY,  AND  THE  ADVANCED 
TECHNOLOGY  TRANSIT  BUS  PROGRAM  ARE  IMPORTANT  COMPONENTS  OF  OUR 
AMBITIOUS  $18  3  BILLION,  3  0-YEAR  TRANSPORTATION  BLUEPRINT  FOR 
ENSURING  THAT  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  AND  THE  REGION  MEET  THE 
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TRANSPORTATION  DEMANDS  OF  THE  FUTURE.   IN  ORDER  FOR  US  TO 
AGGRESSIVELY  PURSUE  THAT  GOAL  WE  NEED  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S 
CONTINUED  SUPPORT. 

WE  RECOGNIZE  THAT  THE  METRO  SYSTEM,  AND  THE  OTHER  INTEGRATED 
COMPONENTS  OF  THE  TRANSIT  SYSTEM,  WILL  PROBABLY  NEVER  COMPLETELY 
REPLACE  THE  AUTOMOBILE.   HOWEVER,  THEY  WILL  PROVIDE  AUTOMOBILE 
DRIVERS  WITH  ALTERNATIVES  TO  TRAVELLING  ON  INCREASINGLY  CONGESTED 
FREEWAYS,  AID  IN  OUR  EFFORTS  TO  MEET  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS,  AND 
PROVIDE  TRANSIT  DEPENDENT  COMMUTERS  WITH  DECREASED  TRAVEL  TIME 
AND  ENHANCED  TRAVEL  POTENTIAL. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  AS  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE,  I  RECOGNIZE  THE  CHALLENGE  WHICH  WE  FACE 
IN  DETERMINING  SPENDING  PRIORITIES.   I  AM  ENCOURAGED  BY  YOUR 
RECOGNITION  OF  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  LOS  ANGELES  METRO  RAIL 
PROJECT  IN  THE  PAST,  AND  I  URGE  YOU  TO  LOOK  FAVORABLY  ON  OUR 
REQUEST  FOR  FUNDS  TO  CONTINUE  CONSTRUCTION  ON  THE  NEXT  SEGMENT  OF 
THE  BACKBONE  OF  LOS  ANGELES'  DEVELOPING  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 
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Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  say  the  least,  this  is  a  very,  very  important 
project  to  all  of  California.  There  is  not  a  region  in  the  country  that 
is  more  dramatically  impacted  by  difficult  traffic  circumstances. 
You  are  very,  very  familiar  with  those  difficulties,  having  visited 
our  State  on  more  than  one  occasion,  but  at  this  moment  it  is  a 
critical  time  for  us  to  see  this  funding  continue  to  go  forward. 

It  not  only  affects  a  timely  development  of  effective  elements  of 
our  transportation  system,  but  it  also  comes  at  a  time  when,  as  you 
know,  our  State  is  struggling  with  the  impact  of  a  series  of  disas- 
ters, and  the  economic  effects  of  these  monies  continuing  to  flow  in 
an  appropriate  fashion  will  be  extremely  helpful  in  connection  with 
that  as  well. 

We  know  you  have  very  difficult  circumstances  within  your  sub- 
committee. You  have  always  been  extremely  responsive  to  South- 
ern California's  requests  as  this  project  has  gone  forward,  and  we 
very  much  appreciate  your  continued  support. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Lucille. 

Ms.  Roybal-Allard.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  testify  before  you  in  support  of  MTA's  1995  fiscal 
year  request  of  $217  million  in  section  3  new  start  funding  for  the 
metro  rail  red  line  extension  and  $18  million  for  the  Gateway 
Intermodal  Transit  Center. 

You  and  your  subcommittee's  strong  and  sustained  support  for 
metro  rail  and  Gateway  is  deeply  appreciated  by  the  Southern 
California  congressional  delegation. 

When  I  testified  before  you  last  year,  I  addressed  the  importance 
of  these  two  projects  as  a  critical  and  integral  part  of  the  Southern 
California  transportation  system. 

Allow  me  to  initially  focus  my  remarks  on  the  eastern  extension. 
This  transportation  line  will  provide  for  the  first  time  much-needed 
rail  transit  to  communities  that  are  the  most  dependent  on  a  public 
transit  system.  Studies  indicate  that  the  Latino  population  of  these 
communities  constitutes  the  largest  percentage  of  the  current  bus 
ridership  in  Los  Angeles  county  and  surpasses  the  ridership 
threshold  of  new  rail  projects. 

In  addition,  two  of  the  Nation's  most  congested  freeway  inter- 
connections are  within  this  critically  important  line. 

There  is  a  clear  and  convincing  need  for  timely  completion  of  the 
eastern  extension.  The  preliminary  engineering  work,  together  with 
the  environmental  impact  analysis  clearing  the  extension  to  Atlan- 
tic boulevard,  is  on  schedule  and  will  be  completed  by  this  summer 
for  the  review  and  approval  of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

Although  my  testimony  has  focused  on  the  eastern  line,  let  me 
also  point  out  the  need  to  complete  the  North  Hollywood  and  mid- 
city's  extensions.  It  is  estimated  that  when  these  three  lines  are 
combined  they  will  form  a  transit  system  that  provides  substan- 
tially improved  access  and  mobility  to  transit-dependent  residents 
in  the  affected  communities. 

The  three  metro  rail  extensions  will  generate  over  60,000  jobs. 

Also  key  to  our  transit  needs  is  the  Gateway  project  which  will 
serve  as  the  hub  of  our  Southern  California  transportation  system, 
providing  service  to  all  surface  transit  modes  for  the  region,  includ- 
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ing  Amtrak,  Metro  Link  commuter  rail,  serving  the  five  counties  of 
the  Southern  California  area:  The  blue  line  light  rail  system,  which 
serves  the  Long  Beach,  downtown  Los  Angeles  Pasadena  corridor; 
the  metro  red  line  subway,  which  will  bisect  Los  Angeles  serving 
east  Los  Angeles  to  mid-cities  and  San  Fernando  Valley  areas  and 
the  express  bus  system  with  over  100  buses  per  hour  serving  this 
transportation  hub. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  your  favorable  consideration 
of  our  request  and  thank  you  for  your  sustained  support  for  these 
vital  vitally  needed  projects.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  David. 

Mr.  Dreier.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I  want  to  especially  thank  our  friend,  Julian  Dixon,  for  his 
fine  leadership  on  this.  And  I  would  like  to  ask  a  statement  be  sub- 
mitted for  the  record,  and  I  will  be  very  brief.  If  you  do  not  mind, 
if  you  would  rather  I  read  the  whole  statement,  I  am  happy  to,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Take  as  much  time  as  you  want. 

Mr.  Dreier.  Well,  I  will  be  very  brief,  but  I  want  to  say  that  the 
statements  of  my  colleagues  in  a  bipartisan  way  here  have  dem- 
onstrated the  fact  that  this  is  of  critical  importance  to  us. 

Jerry  mentioned  the  earthquake  and  the  other  disasters  which 
we  have  suffered  in  Southern  California.  And,  frankly,  we  have  all 
been  very  impressed  with  the  reconstruction  of  the  Santa  Monica 
freeway  and  the  other  freeways  hit  by  the  quake,  but  it  dem- 
onstrated the  reliance  of  Southern  Califomians  on  their  auto- 
mobiles. 

Quite  frankly,  the  work  of  this  subcommittee  is  going  a  long  way 
in  demonstrating  the  fact  that  we  are  making  an  attempt  to  ad- 
dress that  by  moving  people  out  of  their  automobiles  into  other 
modes  of  transportation,  which  can  help  meet  the  needs. 

I  have  always  argued  Los  Angeles  is  the  largest  city  on  the  face 
of  the  earth  without  a  major  mass  transit  system,  and  the  work  of 
this  subcommittee  and  your  full  committee  have  really  gone  a  long 
way  in  helping  us  to  address  that. 

I  should  say  that  one  of  the  things  that  I  think  is  also  very  im- 
portant is  the  need  to  allocate  the  full  amount  from  the  Highway 
Commission  Trust  Fund  for  California. 

We  do  have  a  number  of  freeways  that  have  been  on  tap,  specifi- 
cally Route  30,  which  runs  through  the  eastern  part  of  the  San  Ga- 
briel Valley  out  into  Jerry  Lewis'  district,  which  needs  to  be  com- 
pleted. One  of  the  arguments  given  against  that  two  decades  ago 
is  if  we  do  not  build  the  freeway  we  will  not  have  this  tremendous 
growth. 

Quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  growth  has  taken  place,  and  it 
is  important  we  access  that. 

This  is  a  very  balanced  plan,  as  you  know,  and  I  hope  very  much 
that  we  can  have  full  support  and  move  ahead  so  that  the  needs 
of  one  of  the  most  populous  parts  of  this  country  can  be  addressed. 

Thsuik  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Dreier  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  your 
past  and  continuing  support  in  providing  sufficient  funding  for  the 
transportation  infrastructure  needs  of  the  Los  Angeles  area.    Your  support 
was  especially  noteworthy  in  the  wake  of  the  January  17  Northridge 
earthquake,  which  caused  the  collapse  of  1 1  overpasses  on  some  of  the 
busiest  freeways  in  the  region. 

I  am  confident  that  you  will  find  our  funding  requests  for  fiscal  year 
1995  to  be  fiscally  prudent  and  justifiable,  for  several  reasons.    First,  the 
earthquake  demonstrated,  once  again,  how  the  people  of  this  sprawling 
metropolitan  area  have  become  dependent  on  their  automobiles.    This 
dependency  puts  additional  economic  strains  on  an  already  weakened 
economy  following  a  natural  disaster.    The  economic  cost  of  closed 
freeways  was  estimated  to  be  several  million  dollars  a  day.    The 
earthquake  illustrated  the  urgency  with  which  our  transportation 
authorities  must  develop  and  maintain  reliable  and  efficient  alternatives  to 
the  automobile. 

Second,  the  region  I  represent,  the  San  Gabriel  Valley,  has  one  of 
the  worst  air  quality  problems  in  the  nation.    In  light  of  expensive  Federal 
clean  air  mandates,  getting  cars  off  the  freeways  will  have  the  most 
immediate  results  for  air  quality  in  the  entire  region. 
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Third,  I  believe  our  funding  requests  represent  a  fair  return  both  in 
terms  of  the  investments  being  made  in  transportation  infrastructure  and 
the  taxes  being  paid  to  the  Federal  government  by  the  people  of 
California. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  funding  request  of: 

o  $217  million  for  the  continued  design  and  construction  of  the 
Metro  Rail  Red  Line,  Segment  Three; 

o  $18  million  for  the  Federal  portion  of  the  Union  Station 
"Intermodal  Transit  Center, "  which  will  connect  our  bus  system 
and  rail  lines; 

o  $6.5  million  for  the  continued  design  of  an  Advanced  Technology 
Transit  Bus,  the  development  of  which  will  eventually  benefit 
every  major  city  in  America;  and 

o  $800  million  in  operating  assistance,  which  represents  a  freeze 
over  the  fiscal  year  1994  level,  but  actually  constitutes  a  funding 
cut  in  light  of  the  growing  cost  of  federal  environmental  and 
public  access  mandates. 
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I  also  urge  the  subcommittee  to  appropriate  the  full  allocation  of 
highway  trust  fund  monies  to  California.    I  realize  the  funding  constraints 
faced  by  the  subcommittee,  but  the  full  allocation  is  needed  so  that 
important  projects  like  the  Route  30  gap  closure  project  in  the  Eastern 
San  Gabriel  Valley  can  be  completed.    This  highway  project  is  a  top 
priority  of  mine  and  the  local  transportation  authorities,  and  I  only  ask 
that  California  taxpayers  receive  an  allocation  that  represents  the  level  of 
contributions  they  have  made  to  the  trust  fiind. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Los  Angeles  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority  has  developed  an  innovative  and  cost-effective  21st  century 
transportation  system  of  which  the  vast  majority  will  be  financed  by  state 
and  local  revenues.    But  Federal  support  is  critical  to  the  success  of  these 
efforts,  and  I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  funding  requests. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Chairman,  next  I  would  call  on  the  two  people 
who  have  day-to-day  responsibility  for  the  operation  of  MTA  and 
that  is  its  Chairman,  Councilman  Rich  Alatorre,  and  Frank  White. 

Mr.  Alatorre.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Julian.  Chairman 
Carr,  soon-to-be  Senator  Carr,  let  me  just  begin  by  thanking  you 
for  the  opportunity  that  you  have  given  us  today. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  Los  Angeles  County  has  suffered  18  per- 
cent of  the  Nation's  job  loss  since  the  beginning  of  the  recession 
and  has  yet  to  join  the  rest  of  the  Nation  in  the  recovery.  The  most 
recent  earthquake  has  negatively  impacted  the  movement  of  goods 
and  services  in  the  region,  which  has  exacerbated  this  particular 
problem. 

Those  of  us  in  Los  Angeles  can  certainly  testify  to  the  firsthand 
knowledge  and  the  need  for  a  balanced  transportation  network. 

As  you  know,  the  MTA  opened  its  first  segment  of  the  Metro  Rail 
Red  Line  subway  in  January  of  1993,  with  Segment  2  scheduled  to 
open  in  two  phases.  The  Wilshire-Westem  extension  will  open  in 
1996,  followed  by  the  Hollywood  segment  in  1998. 

With  last  year's  appropriation.  Congress  completed  its  funding 
investment  of  $667  million,  or  44  percent,  of  the  Segment  2  budget. 

1  am  pleased  to  report  that  all  of  the  Federal  funds  for  Segment 

2  have  been  committed  since  June  of  1991.  We  have  created  over 
10,000  jobs  on  this  segment  and  by  its  completion  in  1998  over 
42,000  jobs  will  have  been  created. 

In  one  typical  day  of  construction  we  invest  approximately  $3 
million  into  the  economy,  mostly  in  the  Southern  California  area, 
with  the  rest  being  spent  on  goods  and  services  from  places  like 
New  York,  Ohio,  Texas  and  Pennsylvania,  with  650,000  going  to 
small  business  and  minority  business  enterprises. 

As  you  recall,  Segment  3  of  the  red  line  was  specifically  author- 
ized by  Congress  in  ISTEA.  Segment  3  will  extend  rail  into  the 
e€ist/Los  Angeles  area  for  the  first  time,  providing  much-needed 
transit  to  communities  that  up  to  this  time  have  not  had  any  real 
significant  investment  of  rail  or  any  alternative  forms  of  transpor- 
tation in  that  area. 

In  its  annual  report  to  Congress  of  new  fixed  highway  systems 
and  extensions  the  Federal  transit  administration  recommended 
$184  million  to  metro  rail's  Segment  3.  We  are  requesting  $217 
million  in  Section  3  new  start  funding  for  the  metro  red  line  exten- 
sions of  Segment  3.  The  1995  funding  requests  will  allow  us  to  con- 
tinue final  design  and  beginning  of  construction  on  three  exten- 
sions of  Segment  3. 

Chairman  Carr,  Members,  before  me  is  Mr.  Fasana,  a  member 
of  the  independent  cities  or  League  of  Cities  in  the  San  Gabriel 
Valley,  who  will  be  speaking  very  strongly  in  support  of  some  of 
the  other  projects  that  we  are  here  to  discuss  along  with  the  CEO, 
Mr.  Franklin  White,  who  will  be  discussing  the  overall  operation 
of  the  MTA.  And,  with  that,  Mr.  Fasana. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Richard  Alatorre  follows:] 
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Statement  of  Councilman  Richard  Alatorre 
Chairman,  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  on  behalf  of  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority  (MTA),  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  our  panel 
testifying  to  request  funding  for  Los  Angeles  County  transportation  programs  and 
projects  for  the  1 995  Fiscal  Year.    We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  today  to  present  testimony  in  support  of  surface  transportation  programs  and 
projects  which  are  vital  to  the  economic  recovery  of  Los  Angeles. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  the  leadership  and  enthusiastic  support  of  our 
Congressional  Delegation  from  Southern  California.    Federal,  state  and  local 
governments  have  shown  an  unprecedented  level  of  cooperation  with  the  MTA  to 
fund  the  necessary  investments  in  transportation  programs  and  projects.    I  am 
delighted  to  have  a  distinguished  Congressional  panel  led  by  Congressman  Julian 
Dixon.    We  are  pleased  to  have  one  of  our  Senators  from  California,  Dianne 
Feinstein,  with  us  today,  in  support  of  funding  for  the  important  transportation 
programs  in  Los  Angeles. 

We  are  joined  today  by  Ron  Lamb,  Vice  President  of  Government  Relations,  Los 
Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Executive  Director  of  the  Greater  Los 
Angeles  Transportation  Coalition,  representing  the  business  community;  James 
Murphy,  Vice  President  for  the  Northrop  Corporation  and  Franklin  White,  Chief 
Executive  Officer  of  the  MTA. 

First,  on  behalf  of  all  of  us  in  Los  Angeles,  I  want  to  thank  you.  Chairman  Carr, 
and  your  colleagues  for  your  generous,  and  timely  assistance  to  us  following  the 
devastating  January  17  Northridge  earthquake  in  California.    This  tragic  event  cost 
us  dearly  in  lives  lost,  and  the  bills  are  still  coming  in  on  property  destroyed.    As 
you  may  know,  Los  Angles  County  has  suffered  18  percent  of  the  nation's  job  loss 
since  the  beginning  of  the  recession,  and  has  yet  to  join  the  rest  of  the  nation  in 
recovery.   The  recent  earthquake  has  negatively  impacted  the  movement  of  goods 
and  services  in  our  region,  which  only  exacerbated  the  problem.    With  our 
continued  partnership  with  the  Congress  and  the  Administration,  and  the  spirit  of 
the  people  of  Los  Angeles,  we  are  on  our  way  back  and  we  are  beginning  to 
function  again  as  a  community. 

Those  of  us  in  Los  Angeles  can  certainly  testify  with  first-hand  knowledge,  the 
need  for  a  balanced  transportation  network,  which  does  not  rely  exclusively  on  a 
single  mode  for  the  area's  needs.    As  the  lead  transportation  agency  in  Los 
Angeles,  the  MTA  is  ready  and  able  to  answer  the  call  and  continue  to  plan, 
construct  and  operate  a  comprehensive  transportation  system  which  is  safe, 
reliable  and  cost-efficient. 
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My  testimony  addresses  the  multifaceted  transportation  funding  issues  which 
affect  Los  Angeles  County,  including  Metro  Rail,  the  Gateway  Intermodal  Transit 
Center  at  Union  Station,  the  Advanced  Technology  Transit  Bus  (ATTB)  project  and 
funding  progranns  under  the  ISTEA  legislation. 

METRO  RAIL  RED  LINE 

As  you  know,  the  MTA  opened  the  first  segment  of  the  Metro  Rail  Red  Line 
subway  in  January  1993,  with  Segment  2  scheduled  to  open  in  two  phases.    The 
Wilshire/Western  extension  will  open  in  1996,  followed  by  the  Hollywood  segment 
in  1998.    With  last  year's  appropriation,  Congress  completed  its  funding 
investment  of  $667  million  or  44  percent  of  the  Segment  2  budget.    Since  June 
1991,  we  have  created  over  10,000  jobs  on  this  segment  and  by  its  completion  in 
1998,  over  42,000  jobs  will  have  been  created.    Combined  investments  in  mass 
transit  promote  the  nation's  goals  of  cleaner  air  and  accessibility. 

Construction  of  the  Metro  Red  Line  will  not  only  enhance  mobility  for  commuters, 
but  also  provide  joint  development  and  other  crucial  economic  opportunities  at 
station  sites  and  along  the  transit  corridor.   This  type  of  investment  will  positively 
impact  the  construction  of  housing  and  other  neighborhood  amenities. 

In  one  typical  day  of  construction,  we  invest  about  $3  million  into  the  economy, 
mostly  in  the  Southern  California  area  with  the  rest  spent  for  goods  and  services 
from  places  like  New  York,  Ohio,  Texas,  and  Pennsylvania,  with  $650,000  going 
to  DBE/WBE  firms.    At  the  completion  of  the  three  extensions  to  Segment  3,  over 
60,000  jobs  will  have  been  created. 

METRO  RAIL  --  SEGMENT  3 

As  you  may  recall.  Segment  3  of  the  Red  Line  was  specifically  authorized  by   . 
Congress  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act.     Segment  3  will 
extend  Metro  Rail  to: 

•  East  Los  Angeles  for  the  first  time,  providing  much  needed  rail  transit 
to  communities  that  have  long  supported  and  used  public  transit; 

•  North  Hollywood,  enabling  residents  of  the  San  Fernando  Valley  to 
commute  quickly  to  Hollywood  and  downtown;  and 

•  the  Mid-City  area,  ensuring  that  Metro  Rail  has  an  effective  interim 
terminus  at  Pico/San  Vicente  which  can  serve  the  Westside  until 
Metro  Rail  is  extended  farther  west. 
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During  the  ISTEA,  the  Eastern  Extension  was  in  the  early  stages  of  planning,  and 
thus  the  final  costs  for  this  extension  were  not  known.    The  law  required  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  to  amend  the  agreement  in  1 994  to  reflect  the 
actual  cost  of  the  initial  Eastern  extension.    In  May  1993,  the  MTA  entered  into  a 
Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement  for  the  three  extensions  contained  in  Segment  3, 
with  the  agreement  to  amend  the  grant  in  June  1994  to  include  the  federal 
financial  assistance  for  the  initial  Eastern  extension  and  to  set  forth  the  budget  and 
scope  for  this  phase. 

The  locally  preferred  alternative  was  approved  in  June  1993,  and  preliminary 
engineering  was  completed  this  month.    The  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report/Statement  will  be  presented  to  the  FTA  later  this  month,  during  which  time 
the  MTA  will  present  amendments  to  the  grant  agreement.    We  expect  to  finalize 
the  EIR  by  mid-May,  and  with  the  expected  cooperation  by  FTA,  have  a  Record  of 
Decision  and  an  amended  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement  in  place  by  June. 

In  its  annual  report  to  Congress  on  new  fixed  guideway  systems  and  extensions, 
the  FTA  recommended  $184.3  million  for  Metro  Rail  Segment  3.    We  are 
requesting  $217  million  in  Section  3  "New  Start"  funding  for  the  Metro  Rail  Red 
Line  extensions  of  Segment  3.    Our  1995  funding  request  will  allow  us  to  continue 
final  design  and  begin  construction  on  the  three  extensions  of  Segment  3. 

GATEWAY  INTERMODAL  TRANSIT  CENTER 

The  Gateway  Intermodal  Transit  Center  located  at  historic  Union  Station  in  Los 
Angeles,  will  serve  as  a  transportation  hub  connecting  six  Southern  California 
counties  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  Ventura,  Riverside,  San  Bernardino  and  San 
Diego.    The  Transit  Center  will  truly  define  the  meaning  of  intermodalism, 
accommodating  100  buses  every  hour  and  more  than  1 14,000  passengers  each 
day.    The  Intermodal  Center  will  provide  easy  connections  for  commuters  using 
Metro  Rail,  AMTRAK,  Metrolink,  the  Blue  Line  to  Pasadena  light-rail  line,  the  El 
Monte  Busway,  regional  and  local  bus  service,  and  van,  car  pool  and  taxi  services. 
The  Center  will  make  it  more  convenient  to  use  mass  transit  in  all  forms. 

For  the  first  time,  all  of  the  various  modes  of  transportation  will  converge  at  one 
central  point.    The  Gateway  project  is  an  unprecedented  joint  development  public- 
private  partnership  which  can  stimulate  the  economic  revitalization  of  the  eastside 
of  downtown  Los  Angeles,  as  well  as  act  as  a  catalyst  for  expanding  economic 
markets  at  El  Pueblo,  Little  Tokyo,  and  Chinatown. 

Gateway  is  a  joint  development  project  between  the  MTA  and  Catellus 
Development  Corporation.    Joint  development  will  provide  easement  rights  and 
access  over  the  remaining  Catellus  property,  while  private  investment  in  the  project 
will  exceed  $10  million. 
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Construction  began  in  January  1993  on  this  $149.5  million  project,  creating  over 
350  jobs  immediately.    This  project  is  expected  to  create  over  4,000  construction 
jobs  over  a  three-year  period  with  permanent  job  opportunities  in  the  offices,  retail 
stores,  and  businesses  located  at  the  facility. 

Our  FY  1995  appropriation  request  is  for  $18  million  to  continue  federal 
investment  for  construction  of  the  Center.    The  project  budget  contains  a  federal 
funding  share  of  $109.5  million,  of  this  amount,  $20.2  million  in  Section  3  "bus" 
funds  have  been  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 

LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY'S  COMMITMENT  TO  MASS  TRANSIT 

The  13  member  MTA  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  the  five  members  of  the  Los 
Angeles  County  Board  of  Supervisors;   the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and 
three  members  appointed  by  the  Mayor;    and  four  members,  either  a  mayor  or  a 
member  of  a  City  Council,  representing  the  other  87  cities  in  Los  Angeles  County; 
and  one  non-voting  member  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  California. 

The  bus  service  provided  by  the  MTA  is  second  to  none  in  the  nation.    Working 
with  the  17  municipal  operators  across  Los  Angeles  County,  residents  have  one  of 
the  most  effective  bus  networks  in  the  nation.    The  MTA  bus  fleet  carries  more 
than  1.2  million  passengers  every  weekday  and  376  million  each  year  on  185 
routes  covering  248,000  miles.    Our  service  area  is  one  of  the  largest  in  the  United 
States,  covering  1,442  square  miles  that  include  four  counties.    MTA  passengers 
can  board  a  bus  at  any  of  approximately  18,500  bus  stops  throughout  the  region. 

While  most  of  the  rest  of  the  country  is  just  beginning  to  comply  with  the  new 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  requiring  wheelchair  lifts  on  all  public  transit 
vehicles,  MTA's  fleet  of  2,  500  buses  is  93  percent  accessible  to  our  riders  in 
wheelchairs,  with  100  percent  accessibility  expected  by  1997.    In  addition,  the 
Red  and  Blue  Lines  are  100  percent  accessible  and  will  comply  with  new  ADA  rail 
station  regulations  by  July  of  this  year. 

MTA  continues  to  operate  some  of  the  most  crowded  buses  in  the  country, 
carrying  an  average  of  18.2  riders  at  any  given  time  on  each  of  its  buses  while 
averaging  over  47  passengers  during  peak  hours.    This  compares  with  New  York 
City's  average  of  15.4  passengers  per  bus,  and  is  indicative  of  the  continuing  need 
for  more  public  transportation  in  the  Los  Angeles  County  area.    While  MTA 
provides  the  majority  of  bus  service  in  Los  Angeles  County,  the  creation  of  other 
operators  reflects  the  rise  in  demand  for  public  transportation. 

The  MTA  leads  the  country  in  the  development  of  alternatively  fueled  public  transit 
vehicles.    It  is  the  only  operator  to  succfessfully  place  alternatively  fueled  buses  in 
revenue  service  and  achieve  standards  comparable  to  diesel.    Our  commitment  put 
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Los  Angeles  on  the  cutting  edge  of  fuel  technology.   One  half  of  all  the 
alternatively  fueled  public  transit  vehicles  in  the  country  are  in  service  on  the 
streets  of  Los  Angeles. 

In  addition,  we  operate  the  expanding  rail  service  netw/ork  and  as  mentioned 
earlier,  opened  the  first  4.4  mile  segment  of  the  Metro  Rail  Red  Line  in  downtown 
Los  Angeles.    Since  the  earthquake,  ridership  has  increased  by  3,000  a  day  to 
more  than  18,000  riders  every  weekday,  almost  doubling  ridership  estimates.    The 
22-mile  Blue  Line  light-rail  to  Long  Beach  has  also  seen  an  increase  in  ridership 
since  the  quake  and  is  carrying  more  than  40,000  passengers  each  day.    In  1 995 
we  look  forward  to  opening  the  Green  Line,  which  runs  mainly  down  the  center 
median  of  the  newly  opened  Glenn  Anderson  Freeway,  1-105. 

The  Los  Angeles  region  inaugurated  Metrolink,  the  area's  first  commuter  train 
service,  in  October  of  1992.    When  fully  operational  the  system  will  be  nearly  500 
miles  in  length  with  more  than  60  stations  in  six  counties.   With  the  cooperation  of 
the  five-county  member  agencies,  Metrolink  became  of  paramount  importance 
immediately  following  the  earthquake,  especially  for  residents  of  Santa  Clarita, 
Lancaster  and  Palmdale  who  commute  to  the  San  Fernando  Valley  and  downtown 
Los  Angeles  every  day  on  freeways  that  collapsed  in  the  quake.   Metrolink 
ridership  soared  from  pre-quake  levels  of  about  9,000  to  29,000  a  day.    Currently, 
ridership  has  remained  steady,  roughly  doubling  pre-quake  patronage.   The  Santa 
Clarita  line  continues  to  experience  roughly  7  times  the  pre-quake  ridership. 

The  MTA  has  embraced  Congress'  and  the  Administration's  Defense  Technology 
Reinvestment  Project  (TRP)  with  several  programs  aimed  at  transitioning 
aerospace/defense  companies  into  the  emerging  surface  transportation  industry. 

A  key  defense  technology  reinvestment  project  on  which  the  future  of  bus 
manufacturing  may  hinge  is  MTA's  Advanced  Technology  Transit  Bus  (ATTB),  also 
known  as  the  "Stealth  Bus."    It  earned  this  whimsical  title  because  the  material 
with  which  future  buses  could  be  made  is  the  same  used  in  the  B-2  Stealth 
Bomber  made  by  the  Northrop  Corporation.   The  ATTB  is  a  national  project  with 
representatives  from  over  15  cities  like  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Chicago,  Dallas, 
Detroit,  Philadelphia  and  others,  all  participating  in  a  Rapid  Transit  Review  Board  to 
ensure  continuous  input  from  transit  providers,  the  ultimate  customers  of  this 
lighter,  cleaner  and  more  efficient  bus. 

With  the  leadership  of  Congress  and  the  Administration,  the  project  has  been 
funded  by  Planning  and  Research  funds  from  FTA  since  FY  1993.    It  was 
recommended  for  funding  in  FY  1995  by  Secretary  Federico  Pena  and  FTA 
Administrator  Gordon  Linton  for  $6.5  million.    This  will  lead  to  six  prototypes  for 
field  testing  throughout  the  above  mentioned  cities  in  1 996. 
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The  MTA  issued  a  request  for  proposal  to  build  87  standardized  light-rail  vehicles, 
known  as  the  "L.A.  Car",  which,  for  the  first  time  in  a  bid  procurement,  provided 
the  opportunity  for  four  international  rail  car  builders  to  team  with  six 
aerospace/defense  companies  to  bid  on  the  L.A.  Car.    The  high-tech  companies 
include  AAI,  Hughes,  Lockheed,  Northrop  Corporation,  Rockwell,  and  TRW.    The 
procurement  calls  for  the  research  and  development  of  at  least  three  advanced 
transit  products  with  $10  million  in  Research  and  Development  resources  available. 

Recently,  the  MTA  awarded  the  procurement  to  the  team  led  by  Siemens-Duewag 
partnered  with  AAI,  TRW  and  the  Jet  Propulsion  Laboratory  (JPL).    Siemens- 
Duewag  has  committed  that  more  than  90  percent  of  the  value  of  the  vehicle's 
components  will  be  made  in  America.    In  addition,  a  light  rail  shell  manufacturing 
plant  will  begin  production  and  mark  the  return  of  this  industry  to  the  United 
States. 

Since  1980,  the  voters  of  Los  Angeles  County  have  approved  two  measures  that 
make  a  substantial  commitment  to  mass  transit.    In  1  980,  voters  approved 
Proposition  A,  Los  Angeles  County's  half-cent  sales  tax  measure  for  public 
transportation.    This  tax  currently  raises  approximately  $370  million  per  year  for 
bus  and  rail  projects.    In  1990,  Los  Angeles  County  voters  approved  another  half- 
cent  sales  tax  measure.  Proposition  C.    Effective  in  April  1991,  Prop  C  also  raises 
nearly  $370  million  a  year.    Funding  from  this  measure  has  provided  resources  for 
a  myriad  of  transportation  programs,  including  the  successful  Metro  Freeway 
Service  Patrol,  expanded  freeway  call  box  services,  commuter  rail  and  increased 
security. 

The  transit  industry  is  struggling  to  meet  increasing  service  demands  with  a 
shrinking  federal  investment  in  operations.    Meanwhile,  the  costs  to  expand 
paratransit  service,  capital  investments  for  accessible  vehicles  and  facilities, 
purchase  and  maintenance  of  clean  air  vehicles,  and  new  regulations  on  drug 
testing  all  add  pressure  to  transit  agency  budgets. 

Any  federal  policy  that  makes  transit  less  competitive,  in  our  opinion,  will  be 
counterproductive.    If  increased  transit  costs  are  passed  on  to  transit  customers, 
either  as  higher  fares  or  service  reductions,  the  MTA's  ability  to  increase  ridership 
and  thereby  save  energy  and  reduce  air  pollution  will  be  adversely  impacted. 

Operating  assistance  has  been  capped  since  1990  at  $802  million,  and  this  year, 
the  Administration  has  proposed  reducing  operating  assistance  by  25  percent,  to 
$600  million.    The  MTA  must  oppose  any  decrease  in  operating  assistance  for 
FY  1995.    While  the  emphasis  would  appear  to  be  on  federal  operating  assistance, 
we  do  not  want  the  Subcommittee  to  underestimate  the  cost  of  maintenance, 
facilities,  and  purchase  costs. 
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CONCLUSION 

Funding  the  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority's  request  in 
FY  1 995  will  continue  our  partnership  and  further  Los  Angeles'  strong  commitment 
to  support  the  mandates  set  forth  by  Congress  while  creating  thousands  of  jobs, 
both  locally  and  nation  wide.    Funding  for  Metro  Rail  will  ensure  that  Los  Angeles 
proceeds  with  its  ambitious  program  to  enhance  mobility  and  make  significant  air 
quality  improvements.    Combined  with  the  MTA's  request  of  $18  million  for  the 
Gateway  Intermodal  Transit  Center  and  the  Advanced  Technology  Transit  Bus 
project,  Congress  will  carry  on  its  critical  role  as  a  partner  in  the  effort  to  develop 
one  of  the  most  efficient  transportation  networks  in  the  country. 
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Mr.  Fasana.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Alatorre. 

My  name  is  John  Fasana,  a  councilman  representing  the  City  of 
Duarte  and  member  of  the  MTA  board  of  directors.  I,  too,  wanted 
to  thank  the  delegation  from  Los  Angeles  for  making  the  MTA 
agenda  their  agenda. 

The  Gateway  Intermodal  Transit  Center,  located  at  historic 
Union  Station  in  Los  Angeles,  will  serve  as  a  transportation  hub 
connecting  the  six  Southern  California  counties  of  Los  Angeles:  Los 
Angeles,  Orange,  Ventura,  Riverside,  San  Bernardino  and  San 
Diego.  The  transit  center  will  define  the  means  of  intermodalism 
by  providing  easy  connections  for  commuters  using  Metrorail,  Am- 
trak,  Metro  Link,  the  blue  line  capacity  and  the  light  rail  line,  the 
El  Monte  busway,  regional  and  local  bus  service,  and  van  and  car 
pool  and  taxi  services. 

Construction  began  in  January  1993  on  this  $149.5  million 
project,  creating  over  350  jobs  immediately.  This  project  is  expected 
to  create  over  4,000  construction  jobs  over  a  three-year  period  with 
permanent  job  opportunities  in  the  offices,  retail  stores  and  busi- 
nesses located  at  the  facility. 

Our  fiscal  year  1995  appropriations  request  is  for  $18  million  to 
continue  Federal  investment  for  construction  of  the  center.  The 
project  budget  contains  a  Federal  funding  share  of  $109.5.  Of  this 
amount  $22.3  million  in  Section  3  bus  funds  have  been  appro- 
priated by  the  Congress. 

A  key  defense  technology  reinvestment  project  on  which  the  fu- 
ture of  bus  manufacturing  may  hinge  is  the  MTA's  Advanced  Tech- 
nology Transit  Bus,  or  ATTB,  and  also  known  as  the  stealth  bus. 
It  earned  this  whimsical  title  because  the  material  with  which  fu- 
ture buses  could  be  made  is  the  same  which  is  used  in  the  B-2 
stealth  bomber  made  by  the  Northrop  Corporation. 

The  ATTB  is  a  national  project,  with  representatives  from  over 
15  cities  like  Detroit,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Chicago,  Dallas, 
Philadelphia  and  others  all  participating  in  a  rapid  transit  review 
board  to  ensure  continuing  input  from  transit  providers,  the  ulti- 
mate customers  of  this  lighter,  cleaner  and  more  efficient  bus. 

With  the  leadership  of  Congress  and  the  administration,  the 
project  has  been  funded  by  planning  and  research  funds  from  FTA 
since  fiscal  year  1993.  It  was  recommended  for  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1995  by  Secretary  Federico  Pena  and  FTA  Administrator  Gor- 
don Linton  for  $6.5  million.  This  will  lead  to  six  prototypes  for  field 
testing  throughout  the  above-mentioned  cities  in  1996. 

Funding  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority's  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  continue  our  partner- 
ship and  further  Los  Angeles's  strong  complement  to  support  the 
mandates  set  forth  by  Congress  while  creating  thousands  of  jobs 
both  locally  and  nationwide. 

Funding  for  metro  rail  will  ensure  that  Los  Angeles  proceeds 
with  this  ambitious  program  to  enhance  mobility  and  make  signifi- 
cant air  quality  improvements. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  the  MTA  this  opportunity. 
Mr.  Fasana.  And  now  I  would  like  to  introduce  at  this  time  Mr. 
Ron  Lamb  for  a  brief  statement. 
Mr.  Alatorre.  No,  Franklin  White. 
Mr.  Fasana.  Okay.  We  will  send  it  to  Frank  White,  our  CEO. 
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Mr.  White.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  all  of  the  pertinent  points  with  respect  to  our  request 
have  been  made,  so  I  am  going  to  make  only  a  few  additional  ob- 
servations about  the  earthquake,  which,  as  you  might  imagine,  had 
a  profound  effect  on  the  region. 

We  sustained,  as  you  know,  catastrophic  breaks  in  our  highway 
network  in  an  area  which  is  so  strongly  auto  dependent.  There  was 
an  immediate  and  I  believe  impressive  response  on  the  part  of  the 
transit  community  to  this  break  in  the  highway  network.  Not  only 
did  our  organization,  I  believe,  perform  well,  but  so  did  the  other 
municipal  carriers  in  the  region,  the  private  ride-sharing  groups, 
the  private  bus  operators,  everybody  threw  service  into  effect  im- 
mediately in  the  wake  of  this. 

Even  today,  there  is  one  of  our  rail  lines  that  continues  to  carry 
seven  times  the  volume  that  it  had  prior  to  the  earthquake.  And, 
of  course,  as  you  might  imagine,  we  are  doing  everything  we  can 
to  keep  a  large  share  of  that  ridership. 

All  in  all,  I  think  we  feel  the  region  responded  remarkably  well 
to  this  tragedy. 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  risks  of  this  kind  will  continue  to  be  with 
us.  I  think  it  is  important  to  see  the  requests  we  have  made  to  im- 
prove the  rail  network  in  the  region  as  part  of  enabling  us  to  plan 
for  the  risks  of  this  kind  that  we  will  continue  to  face,  unfortu- 
nately. 

Mr.  White.  Ron? 

Mr.  Lamb.  And  I  assure  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Ron  Lamb's  remarks 
will  be  the  briefest  of  all. 

My  name  is  Ron  Lamb,  and  I  am  Vice  President  of  the  L.A. 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  Nice  to  see  you  again. 

Mr.  Carr.  Nice  to  see  you. 

Mr.  Lamb.  We  really  appreciate  very  much  your  support  and  the 
support  of  the  subcommittee  with  regard  to  our  requests  in  the 
past,  and  we  also  very  much  appreciate  your  consideration  of  this 
request. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  the  business  community  remains  fully 
supportive  of  this  project  and  has  been  and  will  remain  that  way, 
and  we  very  much  appreciate  that. 

My  full  statement  is  submitted  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Care.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lamb. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ron  Lamb  follows:] 
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Statement  of  Ron  Lamb 
Vice  President,  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Executive  Director,  Greater  Los  Angeles  Transportation  Coalition 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be 
here  today. 

My  name  is  Ron  Lamb.    I  serve  as  Vice  President  of  Government  Relations  for  the 
Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Executive  Director  of  the  Greater  Los 
Angeles  Transportation  Coalition.    I  am  pleased  to  represent  the  business  and 
transportation  community  and  express  our  strong  and  consistent  support  for  the 
Metro  Rail  project. 

According  to  recent  Census  figures,  California  will  experience  the  fastest  growth 
rate  in  the  United  States  and  increase  its  population  by  over  50  percent  over  the 
next  25  years.    Los  Angeles  is  the  second  largest  urbanized  area  in  the  country, 
with  a  population  that  is  surpassed  by  only  four  states  in  the  nation  other  than 
California.    According  to  recent  projections,  we  will  add  about  5  million  people  to 
our  area  between  now  and  the  year  2010.    Los  Angeles  County  alone  is  expected 
to  double  its  population  by  the  year  2040. 

We  in  the  business  community,  labor  community,  and  public  sector  recognize  the 
expanded  economic  opportunity  which  should  result  from  our  population  growth, 
and  our  strategic  trading  position  with  the  Pacific  Rim.    We  are  also  acutely  aware 
of  the  need  to  address  the  critical  challenges  confronting  Southern  California  - 
especially,  improving  mobility  and  air  quality. 

Los  Angeles  is  clearly  embarked  upon  developing  a  highly  effective  system  of 
public  transportation,  from  the  opening  of  the  Metro  Rail  Red  Line,  Los  Angeles' 
first  modern  subway,  local  and  express  bus  and  paratransit  services,  light  rail  and 
commuter  rail,  to  transportation  demand  management.    The  business  community's 
commitment  to  the  Metro  system  is  demonstrated  by  the  significant  contribution  to 
the  station  construction  costs  through  the  establishment  of  benefit  assessment 
districts.    Moreover,  we  believe  it  is  essential  to  continue  to  strengthen  our 
partnership  with  Congress,  so  that  we  may  fully  address  the  significant  transit 
needs  of  Southern  California  --  for  it  is  only  through  this  cooperative  effort  that  Los 
Angeles  will  be  able  to  meet  the  challenges  of  today  and  tomorrow.    We  believe 
that  continued  congressional  support  may,  in  large  measure,  determine  whether  we 
are  able  to  capitalize  on  the  tremendous  potential  benefits  afforded  by  expanded 
economic  opportunity. 
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In  1 990,  the  voters  of  Los  Angeles  made  a  major  commitment  to  the  future  of  our 
transportation  system  when  they  approved  a  10  year,  $18.5  Billion  transportation 
improvement  program.    Congress  and  the  Administration  have  indicated  that  strong 
financial  commitments  are  necessary.   We  believe  that  Los  Angeles  has  risen  to 
that  challenge.   Not  only  have  we  been  willing  to  raise  money  at  the  local  level 
through  sales  tax,  but  the  State  has  made  a  major  commitment  of  a  5  cent 
increase  in  the  gasoline  tax  with  a  subsequent  4  cents  levied  through  1 994. 

Although  the  measure  approved  by  the  voters  provides  critical  help  in  funding  our 
transportation  improvement  program,  there  is  the  equally  essential  need  for  the 
federal  government  to  assume  its  responsibility  to  assist  in  these  strategic 
investments.    It  is  encouraging  to  see  that  the  percentage  of  federal  investment  in 
transit  has  been  increased  substantially  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act.    We  particularly  feel  that  where  state  and  local  commitment  has 
been  made,  the  federal  government  also  needs  to  assume  its  rightful  share  by  fully 
funding  the  transit  levels  in  the  ISTEA.    The  importance  of  this  combined 
investment  by  all  levels  of  government  cannot  be  overstated. 

We  in  Los  Angeles  urge  Congress  to  consider  the  crisis  that  we  are  facing  and  the 
lessons  we  learned  during  the  recent  transportation  emergency  caused  by  the 
Northridge  earthquake  --  and  not  rely  exclusively  on  one  mode  of  transportation  for 
our  mobility  needs.   Our  growth  cannot  be  supported  or  sustained  without  a  core 
system  as  an  essential  and  integral  part  of  our  transportation  network.   We  ask  for 
your  continued  support  for  an  investment  in  the  future  --  $217  million  in  FY  1995 
for  Metro  Rail.    This  will  allow  the  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority  to  aggressively  continue  final  design  and  construction  for  the  three 
extensions  of  Segment  3  --  continuing  further  West,  bringing  rail  transit  to  the  San 
Fernando  Valley,  and  to  the  Eastside  of  Los  Angeles.   We  also  urge  Congress  to 
continue  funding  for  a  vital  transportation  hub  currently  under  construction  linking 
the  five  counties  that  make  up  Southern  California  --  the  Gateway  Intermodal 
Transit  Center  at  historic  Union  Station.    We  are  requesting  $18  million  to  further 
this  joint  development/public-private  partnership  which  can  stimulate  the  economic 
revitalization  of  the  Eastside  of  downtown  Los  Angeles,  as  well  as  a  catalyst  for 
expanding  economic  markets  at  El  Pueblo,  Little  Tokyo,  and  Chinatown. 

In  addition,  we  are  seeking  to  support  Secretary  Pefia's  request  to  fund  the 
Advanced  Technology  Transit  Bus  --   an  exciting  transportation  project 
incorporating  our  existing  space-age  and  defense  expertise  to  produce  a  lighter, 
cleaner  and  more  efficient  bus.    These  appropriations  will  enable  the  Southern 
California  community  to  effectively  face  the  challenge  of  improving  our  mobility 
and  air  quality  while  creating  thousands  of  much  needed  jobs. 
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The  Greater  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the  Greater  Los  Angeles 
Transportation  Coalition,  a  public/private  partnership  of  labor,  community  leaders, 
elected  officials  and  the  business  community,  stands  ready  to  work  with  you  and 
our  public  officials  at  the  state  and  local  level  --  we  ask  for  your  assistance  as  a 
partner  in  this  vital  effort. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.    I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  and  the 
committee  may  have. 
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fjuji  Los  Angeles  County  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority  (MTA) 

Ktd  Integrated  Metro  System 


LOS  AMJais  tiSoKTY 


I  by  2010. 


kvAidtsil  14  Li»  AnqMH  CtuHy  Bua  SyXttm  win  2,900  pn 
how  tM««  nnifev  <Uy.  SyMim  wV  b*  «Qtndad  to  hclud* 


tmrtU 


tivMny  [soQnfn  conflMx  erf  cyntfraitnd  alon^^ 

~* ■ —  ^icfcontc  TMiMQi  Hy.  bop 

T\(  bT  oomactail  to  a  o«*iI  Vrt: 

■ftatton  DMiWMd  Mm 


EmMgvcy  oA*r  ctf  boHH  taoMKf  on  In  ArgriM  «n 


Otv  300  n«M  erf  nsH  carpooi  )■«■  SI  fM  taMBv  %atorv 

900  miM  ofbtaMnma  Mi  wnanv*  Mtrq  m  a  WKy^^a  tarn  tf 


T|-i"tMt  ■-■ji1t"1ii-ii"1iiib   f^^-Mwrntapflia 
ppQWffla  an^f^  tt^  frtna  if^  not  tfac-V^'ated  at 
bmtctgtr 


^  Qtnitu  nioa^  uAji.  nsdori*  or^^^ 


^j»  crcClfalty. 


■••too  Mf«4  Mda 

^wBO  pttndhQ  ksli  notAJid  to  nncafeitoii^o  vwi  toisa  puno 


twporWlcf^  tor  p<ofia  « 


RvncMMtJ  bos  •tf>4M  opaf^tou  batwaan  Oh  dy  tf  Adrian  on 
Calalna  W«M.  Una  BaaiA  wd  tei  f%ft& 


694 


695 


696 


FUNDING  SOURCES 


The  MTA's  Rail  Construction  Corporation(RCC)  is  funded  by  federal,  state,  local,  and  private  sources. 
The  funding  sources  for  each  project  and  for  the  total  program  is  shown  below. 
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FUNDING  SOURCES  TABLE 

$(MILLIONS) 

1                                                      FEDER.'VL                STATE                 LOCAL     .          PRIVATE               TOTAL 

METRO  RED  LINE 
(SEGMENT  1) 

$695.9 
48% 

$210.3 
15% 

$413.6 
28% 

$130.3 
9% 

$1,450.1 
100% 

METRO  RED  LINE 
(SEGMENT  2) 

$667.0 
44% 

$185.1 
12% 

$601.6 
40% 

$58.0 
4% 

$1,5117 
100% 

METRO  RED  LINE" 
(SEGMENT  3) 

$1,396.4 
57% 

$386.6 
16% 

$651.4 
26% 

$17.1 
1% 

$2,451.5 
100% 

METRO  GREEN  LINE 

$7.4 
1% 

$106.4 
15% 

$608.5 
841; 

$0 
0% 

$722,4' 
100% 

METRO  BLUE  LINE 
Pasadena 

JO 
0% 

$337.8 
40% 

$503.2 
60% 

$0 
0% 

$841.0 
100% 

METRO  BLUE  LINE 
Los  Angeles  /  Long  Beach 

$0 
0% 

$0 
0% 

$877.2 
100% 

$0 
0% 

$S77.2 
100% 

TOTAL  PROGRAM 

$2,766.7 
35% 

$1,226.2 
16% 

$3,655.6 

46% 

S205.4 
3% 

$7,853.9 
100% 

•   Excludes  North  Coast  Extension.  * 

•  Includes  Eastside  es 

timate. 
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Enhanced  Graffiti 
Abatement  Program 


START 

UP 

(FY  94) 


SEPT.  "93 

DEC.  '93 

MAR.  '94 

JUN.  '94 

27% 

49% 

68% 

100% 

Conipl. 

Compl. 

Compi. 

Compi. 

Div.  1  (151  Buses) 
Div.  2  (155  Buses) 
Oiv.  12  197  Busts) 

Oiv.  S  (19S  Buses) 
Oiv.  7  (32  Buses) 
Div.  8  (B3  Buses) 
Oiv.  9  |18  Buses) 

Oiv.  to  (240  Buses) 
Oiv.  3  (48  Buses) 

Div.  15  (231  Buses) 
DIu.  18  (255  Buses) 

TOTAL  (403  Buses) 

lUTAl  (331  Buses) 

nnAL  (281  Buses) 

lOni  (48B  Buses) 
GRAND  TOTAL 

W-^ 

•* 

1^08  Buses 

liS]^^ 
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Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  anybody  else? 

We  appreciate  your  being  here  and  appreciate  our  colleagues 
from  California  returning.  I  know  that  it  stresses  the  schedule  a 
little  bit,  pending  the  unfortunate  death  of  former  President  Nixon 
and  some  of  the  arrangements  being  made  in  California. 

I  have  no  questions.  We  have  reviewed  your  documents  and  your 
materials,  and  in  light  of  the  ongoing  working  relationship  that  the 
committee  and  the  staff  has  in  monitoring  and  oversight  of  your 
project  and  the  long-standing  commitment  that  the  committee  has 
to  accomplishing  your  goals,  I  think  we  can  conserve  some  time. 

The  only  problem  we  have  is  having  available  enough  resources 
to  do  all  the  good  things  that  America  wants  us  to  do,  and  we  will 
try  to  do  the  best  by  you.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lamb.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Roybal-Allard.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  White.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fasana.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  BUSWAY 

EXPANSION 

WITNESSES 

HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
TOM  MURPHY,  MAYOR,  PITTSBURGH,  PENNSYLVANIA 

THOMAS  FOERSTER,  COMMISSIONER,  CHAIRMAN,  ALLEGHENY  COUN- 
TY COMMISSION 

PETE    FLAHERTY,    COMMISSIONER,    MEMBER,   ALLEGHENY   COUNTY 
COMMISSION 

HOWARD  YERUSALIM,  SECRETARY,  PENNSYLVANIA  DOT 

NEAL  H.  HOLMES,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD,  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF 
ALLEGHENY  COUNTY 

WILLIAM  W.  MILLAR,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  AL- 
LEGHENY COUNTY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  will  be  our  friends  from  Allegheny 
County. 

How  are  you,  Mr.  Commissioner? 

Mr.  FoERSTER.  Good  to  see  you,  Mr.  Senator. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  to  see  you  again.  Grood  morning. 

We  are  delighted  this  morning  to  have  our  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  Pennsylvania,  from  Pittsburgh,  the  Honorable  William 
Coyne,  Member  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  the  powerful 
Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

And  what  I  am  going  to  do  is  turn  it  over  to  you,  Bill,  and  allow 
you  to  make  the  introductions  and  orchestrate  the  presentation  on 
behalf  of  your  community. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Chairman  Carr,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
press my  strong  support  for  the  continued  funding  of  the  Port  Au- 
thority of  Allegheny  County's  busway  system  and  its  expansion 
program. 
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I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  Members  of  this  subcommittee  for 
the  past  support  of  this  particular  project.  The  subcommittee's 
strong  backing  of  this  project  has  made  possible  the  significant 
progress  already  made  on  the  project.  Continued  funding  will  en- 
sure that  the  Port  Authority  is  able  to  move  forward  with  the  ac- 
tive construction  phase  of  this  project. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  introduce  today  Allegheny  County  Commis- 
sioner Chairman  Tom  Foerster;  Commissioner  Pete  Flaherty;  the 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  Pittsburgh,  Tom  Murphy;  and  Secretary  of 
Transportation  in  Pennsylvania,  Howard  Yerusalim;  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County  Board  of  Directors, 
Neal  Holmes,  who  is  with  us  today.  And,  again,  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Coyne  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  William  J.  Coyne 

Testimony  for  The 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

April  26,  1994 

Chairman  Carr,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thanlc  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
strong  support  for  the  continued  funding  of  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County's  Busway 
System  expansion  program. 

I  want  to  thank  you.  Chairman  Carr,  and  the  Members  of  this  Subcommittee  for  your 
past  support  of  this  project.  The  Subcommittee's  strong  baclcing  of  this  project  has  made 
possible  the  significant  progress  already  made  on  this  project.  Continued  funding  will  ensure 
that  the  Port  Authority  is  able  to  move  forward  with  the  active  construction  phase  of  this  project. 

As  you  know,  Busway  System  expansion,  featuring  the  Airport  Busway  and  expansion 
of  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  East  Busway,  is  the  top  transportation  priority  of  Allegheny 
County  and  the  City  of  Pittsburgh.  I  want  to  state  again  for  the  record  that  I  strongly  support 
this  project.  The  funding  of  an  expanded  Busway  system  is  an  essential  part  of  Allegheny 
County's  plans  for  constructing  an  intermodal  transportation  system  that  will  promote  continued 
economic  expansion  and  job  creation  in  the  City  of  Pittsburgh,  Allegheny  County,  and  western 
Pennsylvania. 

Busway  expansion  to  the  new  airport  is  a  cost-effective  means  of  providing  local  residents 
access  to  the  jobs  created  by  the  opening  of  the  new  airport.  The  Allegheny  County  Port 
Authority  has  demonstrated  that  buses  in  fixed  guideways  can  provide  outstanding  mass  transit 
service  to  the  new  airport  and  to  neighborhoods  throughout  the  Authority's  service  area. 

Approval  of  continued  funding  is  especially  important  since  construction  of  the  Airport 
Busway  has  been  linked  by  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Transportation  (Penn-DOT)  with 
long  overdue  rehabilitation  work  on  the  Fort  Pitt  Tunnel.  Currently,  the  Fort  Pitt  Tunnel  serves 
as  the  primary  transportation  link  between  downtown  Pittsburgh  and  the  new  Pittsburgh 
International  Airport.  Since  the  Airport  Busway  will  enable  public  and  private  buses  to  offer 
congestion  free  service  along  this  heavily  traveled  corridor,  Penn-DOT  has  agreed  with  the 
Allegheny  County  Port  Authority  to  coordinate  the  temporary  closing  of  the  Fort  Pitt  Tunnel 
with  progress  on  the  Airport  Busway. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  introduce  today  Allegheny  County  Commission  Chairman  Tom 
Foerster,  Commissioner  Pete  Flaherty,  and  City  of  Pittsburgh  Mayor  Tom  Murphy.  We  are  also 
pleased  to  have  with  us  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Transportation  Secretary  Howard  W. 
Yerusalim  who  has  long  been  a  strong  support  of  this  project.  I  also  want  to  note  the  presence 
of  Neal  H.  Holmes,  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County  and 
William  W.  Millar,  Executive  Director  of  the  Port  Authority. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  panel. 
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Mr.  Coyne.  Commissioner  Foerster. 

Mr.  Foerster.  Mr.  Chairman,  remembering  your  admonition  of 
last  year  that  brevity  gets  you  the  most  money,  I  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Foerster.  You  have  our  statement,  but  I  want  to  comment 
on  four  points. 

Number  one,  the  busway  will  link  the  depressed  communities  at 
Lebanon  Valley  with  jobs  at  the  airport  and  the  airport  area.  That 
great  Monaca  Valley  and  the  surrounding  regions  outproduced  the 
world  in  World  War  II  and  were  hardest  hit  during  the  industrial 
unemployment  problems  of  the  1980s. 

The  busway  is  long-term  capital  investment,  not  a  short-term  in- 
vestment, and  Congressman  Carr,  I  know  you  support  long-term 
capital  investment  in  a  region. 

We  have  linked  our  planning  with  community  interest,  with  jobs, 
with  educational  opportunities,  worked  very  closely  with  the  com- 
munities. The  busway  project  will  create  meaningful  jobs  in  our 
area,  and  it  will  be  the  largest  public  works  project  in  western 
Pennsylvania.  It  is  critical  that  the  busway  be  completed  before  the 
Fort  Pitt  Bridge  closes  because  that  bridge  carries  over  140,000  ve- 
hicles per  day. 

And  one  further  point.  We  have  an  air  base  located  at  our  Pitts- 
burgh International  Airport,  our  world-class  airport,  and  I  know  in 
times  of  emergency  it  is  critical  people  are  able  to  get  to  and  from 
that  air  base  to  respond  to  national  emergencies, 

Mr.  Foerster.  I  will  now  turn  the  microphone  over  to  my  col- 
league. Commissioner  Pete  Flaherty. 

Mr.  Flaherty.  Thank  you,  Tom.  Just  a  few  comments. 

The  busway  system,  which  was,  I  believe,  pioneered  in  Pitts- 
burgh, in  Allegheny  County,  over  the  past  two  decades  has  proven 
itself  to  be  a  very  efficient  way  and  a  speedy  way  of  bringing  tran- 
sit people  in  and  out  of  town.  In  addition,  it,  of  course,  reduces  the 
congestion  on  our  regular  roads  by  taking  so  many  buses  off  of  the 
roads. 

There  is  very  little  relocation  involved  in  this  because  it  utilizes, 
for  the  most  part,  railroad  right-of-ways,  many  of  them  abandoned 
or  very  little  use  of  them  any  more  in  certain  areas. 

And,  third,  it  is  a  revitalization  program  to  be  established  along 
the  corridor  along  with  the  busway  extension,  which  will  help 
many  of  our  older  communities  that  are  along  this  corridor. 

Thank  you  for  your  support. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Mayor  Murphy. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Thank  you.  Chairman  Carr,  thank  you  for  the  op- 
portunity to  speak  today. 

We  have  had  the  largest  population  loss  of  any  county  in  the 
country  over  the  last  10  years,  in  large  part  because  of  people  that 
left  because  of  the  loss  of  emplojonent. 

With  the  construction  of  the  new  airport  that  is  about  20  miles 
outside  of  the  city,  this  busway  becomes  the  critical  link  in  linking 
the  downtown  area  of  Pittsburgh  to  the  busway  and  to  Lebanon 
Valley,  areas  that  have  sustained  significant  unemployment  and 
very  low  income.  So  this  busway  becomes  a  critical  transit  link  to 
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tying  areas  of  employment  to  those  of  low  income  and  unemploy- 
ment. 

In  addition,  the  busway  would  permit  people,  as  the  Commis- 
sioner said,  to  get  from  Lebanon  Valley,  another  area  of  large  un- 
employment, to  the  airports.  It  becomes  critical,  we  think,  to  mak- 
ing the  whole  county  work  well,  rather  than  having  places  of  haves 
and  have-nots. 

So  it  is  a  critical  linkage;  it  is  an  efficient  use  of  a  former  rail- 
road right-of-way,  now  abandoned.  So  it  requires,  essentially,  no  re- 
location of  individuals,  and  we  are  confident  that  with  this  invest- 
ment that  we  can  tie  the  economic  strength  of  the  inner  city  of  the 
central  business  district  to  the  airport  in  a  way  that  would  make 
both  work  much  better. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Mayor. 

[The  joint  statement  follows:] 
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Tom  Foerster,  Chairman 

Pete  Flaherty 
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Tom  Murphy 

Before  The 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
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HONORABLE  BOB  CARR,  CHAIRMAN 


REQUESTING  FUNDING  FOR  THE  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY   BUSWAY 

SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM 


April  26, 1994 
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GOOD  MORNING  CHAIRMAN  CARR  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE.  IT  IS  OUR 
HONOR  AND  PRIVILEGE  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  IN  SUPPORT 
OF  FEDERAL  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995.  IN  PARTICULAR,  WE  WANT  TO  EMPHASIZE  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF 
ALLEGHENY  COUNTY'S  AND  THE  CITY  OF  PITTSBURGH'S  TOP 
TRANSPORTATION  PRIORITY,  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION 
PROGRAM.  OUR  JOINT  TESTIMONY  REFLECTS  THE  STRONG 
BIPARTISAN,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  SUPPORT  WHICH  EXISTS  FOR  THIS 
PROJECT. 

THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  INCLUDES  THE 
PHASE  I  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV  FACILITY  AND  THE  PHASE  I 
EXTENSION  OF  THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY.  THESE 
EXTREMELY  IMPORTANT  TRANSIT  PROJECTS  WILL  PROVIDE  NEARLY 
110.000  PEOPLE  PER  DAY  WITH  FAST,  EFFICIENT  TRIPS  AND  WILL  LINK 
PEOPLE  WITH  JOB  OPPORTUNITIES  DEVELOPING  NEAR  THE  NEW 
PITTSBURGH  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT.  ADDITIONAL  BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION  REGARDING  THE  PROJECT  HAS  BEEN  SENT  TO  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  UNDER  SEPARATE  COVER  IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE'S  INVESTMENT  CRITERIA. 

WE  APPRECIATE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  STRONG,  CONSISTENT 
SUPPORT  FOR  THE  BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM.  THANKS 
TO  OUTSTANDING  COOPERATION  AMONG  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE,  THE 
FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION,  THE  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION.    THE     PENNSYLVANIA     DEPARTMENT     OF 
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TRANSPORTATION,  THE  SOUTHWESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  REGIONAL 
PLANNING  COMMISSION,  AND  VARIOUS  COUNTY  AND  CITY  AGENCIES, 
PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING  OF  THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV 
FACILITY  HAS  BEEN  COMPLETED  AND  A  RECORD  OF  DECISION 
APPROVING  ITS  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FROM 
THE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION  IS  SOON  EXPECTED.  THE 
PROJECT  IS  ON  SCHEDULE  TO  BEGIN  CONSTRUCTION  IN  LATE  1994. 

ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  TAKES  GREAT  PRIDE  IN  ITS  STANDING  AS  THE 
WORLD'S  BUSWAY  PIONEER.  THE  TIME  IS  RIGHT  TO  EXPAND  OUR 
SUCCESSFUL  BUSWAY  NETWORK.  THE  FY  1995  TRANSPORTATION 
APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  WILL  BE  A  CRITICAL  STEP  IN  BRINGING  THIS 
PROJECT  TO  FRUITION.  THEREFORE  WE  ARE  REQUESTING  AN 
APPROPRIATIONS  EARMARK  OF  $70.7  MILLION  IN  FY  1995  FOR  THE 
BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM. 

FY  1995  ADMINISTRATION  TRANSPORTATION  BUDGET  PROPOSAL: 
PROGRESS  MUST  CONTINUE 

THE  FY  1995  FEDERAL  BUDGET  PROPOSED  BY  THE 
ADMINISTRATION  ON  FEBRUARY  7  CALLED  FOR  AN  OVERALL  INCREASE 
IN  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  CAPITAL  INVESTMENTS.  WE  APPRECIATE 
THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  COMMITMENT  TO  PROMOTE  AND  SUPPORT 
INCREASES  IN  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  FUNDING.  SUCH  FUNDING 
POLICIES  RECOGNIZE  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  MOBILITY  AND  BALANCED 
TRANSPORTATION  IN  OUR  COMMUNITIES. 
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IN  THAT  REGARD  WE  ALSO  WANT  TO  RAISE  OUR  STRONG 
SUPPORT  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  LIVABLE  COMMUNITIES  INITIATIVE.  THIS 
PROGRAM  WILL  HELP  DEMONSTRATE  HOW  TRANSIT  PROJECTS, 
THROUGH  GREATER  COMMUNITY  INVOLVEMENT  IN  THE  PLANNING 
PROCESS,  CAN  IMPROVE  ACCESS  TO  JOBS,  EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICES.  IT  WILL  SHOW  HOW  WE 
CAN  BETTER  INTEGRATE  COMMUNITY  SERVICES  INTO  TRANSIT 
STATIONS,  TERMINALS,  AND  PARK  AND  RIDE  FACILITIES.  THE 
ADMINISTRATION  IS  TO  BE  COMMENDED  AND  SUPPORTED  FOR  THIS 
INNOVATIVE  PROGRAM. 

THE  PROPOSED  BUDGET  FALLS  SHORT,  HOWEVER,  IN  TWO  AREAS 
OF  CRITICAL  IMPORTANCE  TO  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  AND  ITS  PRINCIPAL 
TRANSIT  OPERATOR  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY  (PAT). 
FIRST,  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSED  25  PERCENT  REDUCTION  IN 
FEDERAL  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  WOULD  MEAN  A  REDUCTION  OF 
APPROXIMATELY  $2.2  MILLION  IN  OPERATING  AID  TO  PAT.  UNLESS  AN 
ALTERNATE  FORM  OF  OPERATING  BUDGET  RELIEF  CAN  BE  PROVIDED, 
THE  CUT  WOULD  RESULT  IN  SOME  COMBINATION  OF  FARE  INCREASE 
AND  TRANSIT  SERVICE  CUTS  IN  THE  AREA  WE  REPRESENT.  WE  BELIEVE 
THAT  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  CUTS  ARE  THE  WRONG  THING  TO  DO  AT 
A  TIME  WHEN  WE  SHOULD  BE  DOING  EVERYTHING  POSSIBLE  TO 
ENCOURAGE  USAGE  OF  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS. 

SECOND,  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSED  BUDGET  WOULD 
CUT  THE  "NEW  START"  PROGRAM  BY  40  PERCENT,  A  CUT  WHICH 
WOULD   HAVE  AN   ADVERSE   IMPACT  ON   ALLEGHENY   COUNTY'S 
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BUSWAY  SYSTEM  EXPANSION  PROGRAM.  ALSO  IT  SENDS  THE  WRONG 
SIGNAL  TO  COMMUNITIES  THAT  FORWARD-LOOKING  EFFORTS  TO 
ADDRESS  FUTURE  MOBILITY  NEEDS  MAY  BE  IN  VAIN  SINCE  FUNDING 
MAY  NOT  BE  PROVIDED  TO  IMPLEMENT  THEIR  PLANS. 

THE  INTERMODAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT 
PRESCRIBED  EQUAL  LEVELS  OF  INVESTMENT  IN  (1)  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
NEW  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  PROJECTS,  AND  (2)  RENOVATION  OF  OLD  LINES. 
THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  BUDGET  PROPOSES  A  MAJOR  FUNDING 
DISCREPANCY  BETWEEN  THE  TWO.  ALTHOUGH  OUR  COMMUNITY 
ALSO  RECEIVES  FUNDING  FOR  RENOVATION  OF  ITS  FIXED  GUIDEWAY 
SYSTEM  THROUGH  THE  FEDERAL  FIXED  GUIDEWAY  MODERNIZATION 
FORMULA.  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  AN  EQUITABLE  BALANCE  BE 
MAINTAINED  BETWEEN  THE  NEW  START  AND  FIXED  GUIDEWAY 
MODERNIZATION  PROGRAMS. 

WE  AGREE  IN  PRINCIPLE  WITH  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSAL 
THAT  PROJECTS  WITH  FULL  FUNDING  GRANT  AGREEMENTS  BE 
AFFORDED  FAVORABLE  TREATMENT  IN  OBTAINING  NEW  START 
FUNDING.  THIS  WILL  HELP  ASSURE  THAT  COST-EFFECTIVE,  READY-TO- 
GO PROJECTS  RECEIVE  THE  FUNDING  NECESSARY  TO  PROCEED 
THROUGH  CONSTRUCTION.  HOWEVER,  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  THE  FY 
1995  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL  GIVE  CONSIDERATION 
TO  PROJECTS  SUCH  AS  OUR  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV 
FACILITY  WHERE  FULL  FUNDING  GRANT  AGREEMENTS  ARE  CURRENTLY 
BEING  NEGOTIATED  WITH  FTA. 
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ON  A  FINAL  NOTE,  IT  SEEMS  THAT  MUCH  OF  THE  DEBATE 
REGARDING  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  BUDGET  PROPOSAL  HAS  BEEN 
CONSUMED  WITH  ISSUES  RELATING  TO  THE  PRESERVATION  OF 
FEDERAL  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE.  UNFORTUNATELY,  THIS  HAS 
SHIFTED  THE  FOCUS  AND  EMPHASIS  AWAY  FROM  THE  HIGHER  GOALS 
OF  THE  FEDERAL  PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM.  WE  URGE  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  BRING  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  DELIBERATIONS  TO 
A  RESOLUTION  THIS  YEAR,  ALLOWING  ALL  PARTIES  TO  AVOID  A 
REHASH  OF  THESE  SAME  ISSUES  AGAIN  NEXT  YEAR,  AND  IN 
SUBSEQUENT  YEARS. 

WE  BELIEVE  THAT  DISCUSSIONS  INSTEAD  SHOULD  BE  FOCUSED  ON 
THE  FUNDAMENTAL  IMPORTANCE  OF  OUR  TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE,  AND  OUR  LONG-TERM  ECONOMIC  VITALITY  AND 
QUALITY  OF  LIFE. 

SUMMARY 

BUSWAYS  HAVE  PROVEN  TO  BE  EFFECTIVE  FIXED  GUIDEWAY 
INVESTMENTS.  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY'S  PROPOSED  ELEVEN  MILE  PHASE 
I  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  WILL  PROVIDE  IMMEDIATE  BENEFITS  FOR  THE 
CITIZENS  OF  ALLEGHENY  COUNTY,  THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF 
PENNSYLVANIA  AND  THE  NATION.  WE  HAVE  LEARNED  THROUGH 
EXPERIENCE  THAT  SAVINGS  IN  TRIP  TIME  IS  VALUED  VERY  HIGHLY  BY 
POTENTIAL  RIDERS.  WITH  A  25  MINUTE  SAVINGS  ATTRIBUTABLE  TO 
THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  AND  A  10  MINUTE  SAVINGS  ATTRIBUTABLE  TO 
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THE  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING,  JR.  EAST  BUSWAY  EXTENSION  WE  KNOW 
WE  ARE  WORKING  WITH  PROJECTS  THAT  ARE  WINNERS. 

THE  AIRPORT  BUSWAY  /  WABASH  HOV  FACILITY  -  A  PROJECT 
WHICH  RANKS  EXTREMELY  HIGH  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  COST 
EFFECTIVENESS  -  IS  EVEN  MORE  CRITICAL  TO  THE  REGION  WHEN 
COUPLED  WITH  THE  NEED  TO  SERVE  THE  EMERGING  AIRPORT 
CORRIDOR  AND  PROVIDE  ACCESS  TO  ITS  JOB  SITES.  FURTHER,  ITS 
POSTURE  AS  A  PRINCIPAL  TRAFFIC  MITIGATION  STRATEGY  DURING  THE 
IMPENDING  RECONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  FORT  PITT  BRIDGE  ADDS  STILL 
FURTHER  TO  ITS  PRIORITY  STATUS.  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  APPROVAL 
OF  $70.7  MILLION  TO  THE  PROJECT  WILL  MAKE  THESE  BENEFITS 
POSSIBLE. 

THANK  YOU  AGAIN  FOR  YOUR  PAST  SUPPORT  AND  FOR  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY. 
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Mr.  Coyne.  Secretary  Yerusalim. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Secretary,  how  are  you? 

Mr.  Yerusalim.  Mr.  Chairman,  nice  to  see  you  again. 

Just  about  everything  I  was  going  to  say  was  said  so  I  will  be 
brief. 

I  am  here  on  behalf  of  Governor  Casey  and  myself  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  project.  You  heard  me  last  year  talk  about  the  fact  we 
lave  a  major  bridge  which  is  the  basic  access  from  the  billion  dol- 
ar  airport  to  the  City  of  Pittsburgh,  and  I  have  been  concerned 
since  we  first  started  on  that  airport  that  we  not  move  all  the  busi- 
nesses out  of  the  city  and  strangle  the  business  community  in  the 
City  of  Pittsburgh. 

One  of  the  big  concerns  I  have  is  we  have  a  major  bridge  that 
carries  140,000  vehicles  a  day  that  must  be  rehabilitated,  and  we 
are  holding  off  as  long  as  we  can — in  fact,  we  are  going  to  hold  off 
until  this  first  phase  of  this  busway  is  completed.  Because  without 
that  busway  the  delays  coming  into  the  city  from  a  short  distance 
out  into  the  city  will  be  an  hour,  and  this  can  cut  35  minutes  off 
of  that  delay  if  the  busway  is  completed. 

We  do  not  come  here  without  State  support  for  this  project.  We 
intend  to  put  $76.5  million  of  flexible  air  quality  funds  into  this 
project.  We  have  a  State  capital  budget  general  fund  authorization 
of  $70  million  toward  this  project,  and  we  were  very  thankful  for 
your  support  of  this  project  in  the  past. 

The  $70.7  million  that  is  being  requested  today  will  really  close 
the  funding  package  for  Phase  I,  which  will  make  it  possible  to 
have  this  long-range  commitment  to  this  busway  but  also  allow  us 
to  rehabilitate  this  Fort  Pitt  Bridge.  This  bridge  is  a  serious  mat- 
ter. We  have  had  a  section  of  the  deck  fall  through  below  already. 
We  have  an  emergency  contract  with  a  contractor  so  that  they  are 
there  within  an  hour's  notice  to  make  any  repairs  that  are  needed, 
and  we  are  going  to  do  everything  possible  to  keep  that  bridge  open 
and  the  tunnels  until  1997  when  this  project  is  completed. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Howard  Yerusalim  follows:] 
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Chairman  Carr,  Congressman  Foglletta  and  distinguished 
members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Howard  Yerusalim,  Secretary  of 
Transportation  for  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  today.  In  the 
past,  this  Subcommittee  has  provided  significant  assistance  in 
funding  the  transportation  system  in  Pennsylvania.  I  look 
forward  to  your  continued  encouragement  and  support  in  the 
future. 

Today,  as  I  have  done  for  the  past  several  years,  I  eun 
adding  my  voice  to  those  of  my  colleagues  from  Western 
Pennsylvania  to  speak  in  support  of  the  Airport  Busway/Wabash 
High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  project.  This  project  is  vitally 
Important  for  access  to  Pittsburgh's  Central  Business  District 
from  the  Pittsburgh  International  Airport  where  there  has  been  a 
$1  billion  investment  in  the  new  airport  terminal  and  the 
Southern  Expressway  which  accesses  the  terminal.  The 
Busway/HOVway  will  enhance  the  smooth  flow  of  traffic  and  help  to 
alleviate  traffic  congestion  in  the  rapidly  growing  Parkway 
West/Airport  Corridor.  It  will  provide  better  access  to 
recreational  facilities  and  employment  centers.  The  construction 
and  operation  of  the  Busway/HOVway  will  generate  new  jobs  and 
foster  an  improved  business  climate  along  its  route. 

The  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  project  is  proposed  to  be 
implemented  in  three  phases:  Phase  1  from  downtown  Pittsburgh  to 
Carnegie;  Phase  2  from  Carnegie  to  the  Southern  Expressway  via 
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the  Parkway;  and.  Phase  3  to  the  Airport  along  the  Southern 
Expressway  median.  This  facility  will  serve  both  Port  Authority 
Transit  buses  and  HOVs  at  certain  times.  The  Airport 
Busway/HOVway  is  a  true  Intermodal  project — it  provides 
connections  among  several  modes,  it  serves  transit  and  other  high 
occupancy  vehicles,  and  it  builds  on  the  past  success  of 
dedicated  busways  in  Pittsburgh  which  link  key  points  in  the 
transportation  network.  Park-and-rlde  facilities  are  an 
Important  element  of  the  project. 

The  Airport  Busway /Wabash  HOV  project  has  become 
Increasingly  important  due  to  the  need  to  rehabilitate  the  Fort 
Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnel.  These  facilities  serve  approximately 
130,000  vehicles  each  day.  Once  the  rehabilitation  work  begins, 
traffic  will  be  seriously  disrupted;  and  the  alternate  routes 
into  the  City  of  Pittsburgh  will  experience  a  significant 
Increase  in  traffic  flow.  The  Airport  Busway/Wabash  HOV  Phase  1 
will  provide  a  practical  alternative  to  commuters  and  other 
travelers  during  the  two-year  Fort  Pitt  rehabilitation  project. 
We  estimate  without  the  Busway/HOVway,  delays  will  Increase  an 
additional  35  minutes  up  to  an  hour  during  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  Fort  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnel.  The  Fort  Pitt  Bridge  and  Tunnel 
is  scheduled  to  be  rehabilitated  as  soon  as  the  Busway/HOVway  is 
completed  and  open  to  traffic. 

The  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Transportation  is  working 
with  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  the  Federal  Highway 
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Administration,  the  Port  Authority  of  Allegheny  County, 
Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning  Commission,  affected 
local  governments,  and  others  to  advance  the  Airport 
Busway /Wabash  HOV  project  to  construction.  This  cooperative 
venture  on  a  major  intermodal  project  is  a  prime  example,  perhaps 
the  foremost  in  the  nation,  of  putting  the  intent  and  spirit  of 
the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  to 
work. 

Since  I  last  spoke  to  this  Subcommittee,  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  has  been  prepared  and  is 
being  finalized  for  submission  to  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA)  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
(FHWA)  for  approval.  Upon  FTA's  and  FHWA's  issuance  of  a  Record 
of  Decision,  anticipated  in  late  May,  final  design  for  the  entire 
project  will  be  underway  with  an  anticipated  let  date  for  the 
first  construction  contract  to  be  in  the  Fall  of  1994.  As  I 
mentioned  earlier,  our  goal  is  to  complete  construction  of  the 
entire  project  before  the  beginning  of  the  Fort  Pitt  Bridge  and 
Tunnel  rehabilitation.  Phase  I  of  the  Busway/HOVway  is  scheduled 
to  be  completed  in  October  1997. 

This  Subcommittee  has  looked  favorably  on  this  important 
project  in  the  past.  Now  as  we  are  ready  to  actually  begin 
construction,  we  need  your  support  to  complete  the  financial 
plan.  The  proposed  financial  plan  includes  elements  of  federal, 
state  and  local  resources  totaling  $293  million.  On  the  state 
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side,  the  plan  Includes  state  general  funds  and  flexible  federal 
funds  authorized  under  ISTEA.  On  the  local  end,  elements  of  the 
financial  plan  Include  earmarked  funds  In  ISTEA  and  past 
appropriations  acts  as  well  as  an  anticipated  allocation  In  the 
FY  1995  appropriations  bill.  In  order  to  make  the  plan  work,  we 
need  the  support  of  this  Subcommittee.  I  urge  you  to  give 
favorable  consideration  to  the  $70.7  million  federal  funding 
request  presented  today  for  this  crucial  project. 

The  only  way  that  a  large  multi-faceted  project  such  as  this 
can  be  completed  successfully  and  efficiently  is  through  the 
cooperation  of  all  parties  involved  -  private,  federal,  state, 
and  local.  Only  by  our  joint  efforts  can  we  demonstrate  how 
intermodal  projects  such  as  this  can  and  will  reduce  congestion 
and  improve  mobility  and  the  quality  of  life  for  the  people  of 
this  country. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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Mr.  FOERSTER.  The  Chairman  of  our  Port  Authority  Board  in  Al- 
legheny County  is  Mr.  Neal  Holmes  who  receives  a  dollar  a  year 
less  than  a  dollar. 

Mr.  Holmes.  They  just  brought  me  along  to  introduce  Mr. 
Millar,  who  is  the  most  important  person  in  this  entire  project  be- 
cause he  makes  it  happen.  He  makes  it  operate. 

So,  Bill,  even  though  you  were  not  introduced  before,  I  want  to 
say  you  are  the  most  important  person  here. 

Mr.  Millar.  Thank  you. 

I  am  Bill  Millar,  Executive  Director  of  the  Port  Authority.  We  are 
glad  to  be  with  you. 

I  want  to  leave  you  with  two  thoughts:  We  intend  to  have  $100 
million  in  construction  contracts  let  by  the  end  of  calendar  1994. 
We  intend  to  have  an  additional  $150  million  worth  of  construction 
contracts  let  by  the  end  of  calendar  1995.  Hence  our  request  for  the 
$70  million  increment  to  the  $66  million  that  you  have  previously 
given  us. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  that.  We  would  be  happy  to  supply 
any  additional  information  you  may  need. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you.  I  am  familiar  with  the  project.  It  is 
a  good  project. 

And  anyone  who  listens  to  these  hearings  knows  that  I  am  a  big 
fan  of  busways,  transit  ways.  They  make  great  sense.  They  invari- 
ably, if  well  planned,  always  return  a  positive  economic  rate  of  re- 
turn to  the  entire  country,  not  just  the  community  they  are  built 
in.  And  so  I  think  you  can  expect  that  we  will  be  as  generous  as 
the  budget  caps  in  the  602(b)  allocation  will  allow  us. 

But  you  have  a  good  project,  and  I  want  to  congratulate  you  on 
it  and  thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
UTAH  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  KAREN  SHEPHERD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

W.    CRAIG    ZWICK,    EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR,    UTAH   DEPARTMENT   OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

TOM  DOLAN,  MAYOR,  SANDY  CITY,  UT 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  a  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  Karen  Shepherd;  and  Craig  Zwick,  the  head 
of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation.  We  will  be  glad  to  re- 
ceive your  testimony. 

I  only  have  really  one  question.  I  never  found  out  whether  they 
won  the  first  game,  the  Buzz. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  The  Buzz. 

Mr.  Zwick.  The  Buzz  did  not  win  their  first  game,  but  Mayor 
Corradini  got  her  fast  ball  all  the  way  to  the  plate  for  openers. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right.  Well,  thank  you  for  that  very  important 
transportation  information. 

Recognize  the  gentlelady  from  Utah. 
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Ms.  Shepherd.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  an  honor  as  always  to  be 
here,  and  we  will  be  very  brief. 

But  I  do  not  need  to  introduce — but  I  am  here  accompanied  by 
Craig  Zwick  who  is,  of  course,  the  Director  of  UDOT,  and  my 
Mayor,  Tom  Dolan,  of  Sandy  City,  which  is — what? — the  third  fast- 
est growing  city  in  America,  I  believe,  right  now. 

We,  as  you  know  and  have  been  there  many  times,  have  a  very 
crowded  and  congested  valley  that  we  are  struggling  to  deal  with 
in  terms  of  transportation.  We  appreciate  all  your  help  in  the  past, 
and  we  are  looking  forward  to  your  future  help. 

And,  of  course,  I  do  not  have  with  me  Mayor  DeeDee  Corradini, 
but  she  sends  a  letter  and  invitation  to  attend  the  Olympics  when 
they  are  held,  the  Winter  Olympics  in  the  year  2002,  which  we  feel 
confident  we  are  going  to  be  the  site  of  the  International  Winter 
Olympics  in  that  year.  That  decision  will  be  made  on  June  16th. 

It  is  among  many  reasons  that  we  are  here  talking  to  you  about 
our  extraordinary  highway  program  and  transportation  problems 
in  general,  and  we  have  a  comprehensive  approach  that  includes 
buses,  HOV  lanes,  light  rail,  everything  we  can  think  of  to  make 
our  air  quality  meet  the  Federal  standards  and  get  people  up  and 
down  our  corridor. 

Craig  Zwick  will  talk  about  1-15  and  Tom  Dolan  will  talk  about 
the  20th  East  project,  and  so  let  me  just  thank  you  again  and  turn 
it  over  first  to  Craig. 

Mr.  Zwick.  Good  morning,  Congressman  Carr. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning. 

Mr.  Zwick.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  Del,  it  is  good  to  be  with 
you  this  morning,  leaving  cold  snowy  weather  actually  and  arriving 
in  beautiful  Washington  representing  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. I  clearly  endorse  the  projects  that  you  know  quite  a  bit 
about  already. 

I  will  be  very  brief  and  suggest  that  the  1-15  corridor  not  only 
includes  the  piece  in  Salt  Lake  County  but  is  a  significant  improve- 
ment and  necessary  interchange  in  Utah  County,  approximately  40 
miles  south  of  Salt  Lake  City,  where  the  Novell  and  WordPerfect 
corporations  are  located.  And  that  recent  merger,  the  acquisition  by 
Novell  of  WordPerfect,  has  put  additional  pressures  on  that  par- 
ticular interchange. 

It  is  an  area  that  is  growing  rapidly  in  terms  of  its  economic  de- 
velopment, and,  therefore,  we  clearly  endorse  the  University  Ave- 
nue interchange  on  the  1-15  corridor  as  an  important  project. 

On  U.S.  89,  a  section  of  highway  north  of  Salt  Lake  City,  we  also 
see  significant  need.  Clearly,  the  transport  of  goods  and  services 
down  1-80  and  then  in  through  1-84  and  trying  to  connect  with  I- 
15,  we  really  have  no  connection.  Therefore,  that  U.S.  89  express- 
way is  an  important  project,  and  we  endorse  that. 

Mayor  Dolan  from  Sandy  will  discuss  the  20th  East  project, 
which  we  certainly  endorse  as  the  movement  in  the  southeast 
quadrant  of  Salt  Lake  City  becomes  a  very  important  growth  area. 
There  is  inadequate  movements  into  the  city  and  movements  as 
well  to  the  south  and  west,  and  this  would  certainly  help  that. 

The  5600  West  Highway  Project  will  be  discussed  on  Thursday, 
I  understand,  by  Congressman  Orton. 
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And  then,  in  brief  closing,  the  1-15  corridor,  which  we  have  flown 
and  you  understand  well,  clearly  it  is  the  principal  corridor  not 
only  in  the  county  but  in  the  State.  Economic  development  and  the 
vitality  of  the  entire  State  depends  upon  it. 

We  have  deplorable  structures.  They  are  inferior.  They  have  gone 
well  beyond  12  to  15  years — in  fact,  beyond  their  designed  life. 
They  are  failing  currently  and  need  to  be  addressed  immediately. 
We  believe,  then,  for  safety  reasons,  certainly  for  the  ability  to  in- 
corporate new  technology,  IVHS,  electronic  signage  and  control,  as 
a  county,  city  and  State,  we  are  cooperating  in  a  new  transpor- 
tation control  center,  which  we  are  doing  with  our  own  funds,  that 
that  will  help  control  incident  management  as  well  as  some  of  the 
difficult  safety  that  we  face  out  there  in  an  area  that  is  truly  right 
now  five  times  what  it  should  be  in  terms  of  highway  accident  rate. 

Technology,  then  safety,  the  Clean  Air  Act  conformity,  we  be- 
lieve, as  we  have  advanced  those  CIPs,  that  we  continue  to  see  our- 
selves needing  high-occupancy  vehicle  lanes,  which  we  do  not  have, 
an  expanded  mass  transit  system,  certainly  an  expanded  bus  sys- 
tem as  well  as  a  designated  light  rail  corridor,  very  important  com- 
ponents of  the  1-15  project. 

And  then  I  think  most  significantly  is  the  State's  commitment  to 
a  50  percent  match  on  this  project.  We  have  a  clear  resolution  from 
our  recent  legislature  and  the  Governor's  full  endorsement  to  stand 
behind  additional  funding  to  move  out  in  creative  financing  to  es- 
tablish a  50  percent  match  on  this  very  significant  project. 

The  need  is  genuine.  We  are  committed  to  preservation  in  our 
State,  as  you  know.  Congressman  Carr,  and  we  clearly  believe  that 
we  must  preserve  an  existing  system.  Therefore,  our  current  appor- 
tionments just  do  not  go  far  enough  to  help  us  bring  about  the  I- 
15  corridor  improvements. 

Piiid  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  with  you.  Thank  you  very  much  for 
your  time.  We  know  how  busy  you  are,  and  I  would  entertain  cer- 
tainly any  questions  at  the  completion  of  Mayor  Dolan's  presen- 
tation on  20th  East. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Shepherd,  letter  from 
Mayor  Corradini  and  prepared  statement  of  Craig  Zwick  follows:! 
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Testimony  by  Karen  Shepherd 

Regarding  Utah  Projects 

before  the 

House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

April  26,  1994 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  in  support  of  six  Utah 
transportation  projects. 

I  would  first  like  to  introduce  three  friends  from  Utah:  W.  Craig  Zwick,  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Utah  Department  of  Transportation,  Tom  Dolan,  the  Mayor  of  Sandy  City,  and  DeeDee 
Corradini,  the  Mayor  of  Salt  Lake  City. 

Mr.  Zwick  and  Mayor  Dolan  will  make  brief  statements.  With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chainnan. 
I  would  like  to  submit  a  letter  from  Mayor  Corradini  for  the  record. 

We  are  here  today  to  support  six  Utah  initiatives.    They  are: 

•  1-15  Corridor  Improvements  in  Salt  Lake  County  consisting  of  reconstruction  of  the  Interstate 
and  construction  of  a  related  light  rail  line.  The  funding  request  is  $20  million  from  highway 
funds  and  $4  million  from  transit  funds. 

•  I-15/University  Avenue  Interchange  in  Provo.    The  request  is  for  $17.5  million. 

•  U.S.  89  Highway  Improvements  in  Davis  County.   The  request  is  for  $20  million. 

•  20th  East  Highway  Improvements  in  Sandy  City.    The  amount  is  $6  million. 

•  5600  West  Highway  Improvements  in  West  Valley  City.   The  amount  is  $5.4  million. 

•  transit  improvements  for  the  Utah  Transit  Authority  system.  The  federal  amount  is  $10.9 
million.  With  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  submit  an  attachment  to  my  testimony  describing 
the  $10.9  million  request  for  transit  improvements. 

On  March  10th  I  requested  authorization  of  the  highway  projects  in  the  forthcoming  amendment 
to  ISTEA. 

On  April  28th,  testimony  will  also  be  presented  in  support  of  the  University  Avenue  project  by 
Congressman  Orton,  by  me  and  George  Stewart,  the  Mayor  of  Provo.  You  also  heard  testimony 
last  week  presented  by  Congressman  Hansen  in  support  of  the  U.S.  89  project. 

I  would  like  now  to  turn  my  remaining  time  over  to  Craig  Zwick,  who  will  testify  on  the  first 
five  projects,  and  to  Mayor  Dolan  who  will  testify  on  the  Sandy  City  project. 
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OCEOCE  CORRAOINI 

MAVOK 


OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


April  26,  1994 


The  Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chairman 

House  Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

2358  Rayburn  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 


Dear  Chairman  Carr: 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  submit  a  letter  for  the  record 
to  supplement  Congresswoman  Shepherd's  testimony  before  your 
Subcommittee  on  April  26.   I  would  like  to  add  my  support  for  the 
request  for  $20  million  from  the  highway  demonstration  program 
and  $4  million  from  the  transit  discretionary  program  for  highway 
and  transit  improvements  in  the  1-15  Corridor  in  Salt  Lake 
County . 

Before  describing  the  project,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
Subcommittee  for  its  generous  support  in  the  past.   The 
Subcomittee  has  recommended  funding  for  the  light  rail  component 
of  the  project  which  resulted  in  marks  totaling  $24.31  million 
over  the  past  seven  fiscal  years.   Last  year  the  Subcommittee 
included  $10  million  from  the  highway  program  in  the  Bill 
reported  to  the  Full  Committee.   We  deeply  appreciate  this 
support. 

The  project  consists  of  the  reconstruction  of  a  16-mile  segment 
of  Interstate  15  and  the  related  15-mile  light  rail  line.   Craig 
Zwick  has  described  highway  components  of  the  project  in  his 
testimony.   The  light  rail  component  will  connect  downtown  Salt 
Lake  City  with  commercial  and  residential  centers  to  the  south 
using  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  right-of-way,  which  has  been 
acquired  by  the  Utah  Transit  Authority. 

Preliminary  engineering  has  been  completed  on  the  light  rail 
line.   A  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has 
been  approved  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.   Notice  of 
the  Statement  was  published  in  the  April  15,  1994  Federal 
Register. 
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Most  of  the  state's  population  and  employment  is  compressed  into 
the  Salt  Lake  Valley,  shaped  in  a  long  rectangle  which  is 
squeezed  between  the  Wastach  Mountains  and  the  Great  Salt  Lake. 
The  Interstate  15  Corridor  is  the  major  transportation  spine  of 
the  Salt  Lake  Valley. 

The  physical  structures  of  Interstate  15  are  decaying,  design 
standards  are  outdated,  and  traffic  congestion  is  severe.   The 
structures  need  to  be  rebuilt  and  the  capacity  of  the  roadway 
increased  to  accommodate  existing  travel  demand.   These 
improvements  are  needed  now  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  this  key 
segment  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

In  the  future,  travel  demand  will  increase  rapidly.   Capacity 
improvements  are  needed  to  avoid  traffic  gridlock  and  avoid 
economic  strangulation  which  will  occur  without  these 
improvements . 

Salt  Lake  City  sits  in  a  valley  surrounded  by  mountains.   This 
causes  inversion  layers  to  form,  trapping  dangerous  pollutants 
for  weeks  at  a  time.   Salt  Lake  has  been  classified  as  a  non- 
attainment  area  for  carbon  monoxide,  ozone  and  PM  10. 
Construction  of  the  Interstate  15  project  will  help  reduce  this 
very  serious  air  pollution  problem  by  avoiding  stop  and  go 
traffic  flow  and  by  attracting  trips  from  autos  to  mass  transit. 

There  are  three  aspects  of  the  project  which  I  believe  make  this 
request  for  funds  unique  and  fit  both  the  classic  definition  of  a 
"demonstration  project"  and  justify  continued  transit  funding. 

First,  the  project  will  contribute  to  the  success  of  the  Winter 
Olympic  Games  likely  to  be  held  in  Salt  Lake  City.   Salt  Lake  is 
the  official  United  States  candidate  to  host  the  Winter  Olympics 
in  the  year  2002.   My  recent  discussions  with  members  of  the 
International  Olympic  Committee  in  Lillehammer  indicate  that  Salt 
Lake  City  is  considered  to  be  the  front  runner  by  many.   The 
Interstate  15  Corridor  project  will  link  major  hotels  with 
impprtant  Olympic  venues  such  as  the  Delta  Center  Ice  Arena,  the 
Salt  Palace  Convention  Center,  the  Olympic  Plaza,  and  alpine 
Olympic  venues  to  the  north  and  west. 

Second,  an  innovative  combination  of  highway  demonstration  and 
transit  new-start  funds  will  be  used  to  construct  the  project. 
Highway  demonstration  funds  will  be  used  to  reconstruct 
Interstate  15.   Both  highway  demonstration  funds  and  transit  new- 
start  funds,  already  authorized  by  ISTEA,  will  be  used  to 
construct  a  parallel  fixed  guideway  transit  system.   This  system 
is  needed  to  mitigate  traffic  congestion  during  the 
reconstruction  period. 
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The  third  innovative  aspect  is  the  large  amount  of  state  and 
local  funds  which  will  be  used  to  match  federal  funds.   A 
combination  of  local  transit  and  state  gas  tax  totaling  fifty 
percent  of  the  project  cost  will  be  contributed.   As  you  know, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  non-federal  match  proposed  for  most  highway 
demonstration  projects,  and  for  many  transit  projects,  is  twenty 
percent.   The  fifty  per  cent  match  offered  for  the  Interstate  15 
Corridor  project  will  set  a  good  example  for  others  to  follow. 
The  substantial  "overmatch"  proposed  for  the  project  is  an 
indication  of  the  strong  state  and  local  support  for  the  project. 

The  project  is  the  result  of  a  multi-modal  planning  and 
environmental  process  conducted  jointly  by  the  Utah  Department  of 
Transportation,  the  Utah  Transit  Authority  and  the  Wastach  Front 
Regional  Council.   A  wide  range  of  alternatives  were  evaluated. 
The  alternative  which  I  am  describing  today,  which  combines 
highway  reconstruction  and  light  rail,  is  the  one  which  was 
selected.   I  have  confidence  in  the  quality  of  the  evaluation  and 
the  conclusion  that  the  project  which  was  selected  by  local 
officials,  and  described  today,  is  the  most  cost  effective  among 
those  evaluated. 

The  project  has  broad  local  support.   The  reconstruction  of 
Interstate  15  has  widespread  support  among  state  and  local 
officials,  editorial  boards  and  the  general  public.   No 
opposition  has  surfaced  from  any  quarter.   The  mass  transit 
component  enjoys  majority  support,  except  for  some  local  elected 
officials  and  members  of  the  Legislature  who  advocate  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  level  of  bus  service  and  the  deferral 
of  the  light  rail  line.   The  project  has  been  endorsed  by  Wastach 
Front  Regional  Planning  Council  and  by  other  local  officals. 

Local  staff  and  consultants  have  carefully  prepared  a  response  to 
the  Subcommittee's  Investment  Criteria  and  copies  of  the  response 
have  been  given  to  the  Subcommittee  staff.   This  document 
provides  additional  information  and  justification  for  federal 
funding. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity 
to  express  my  support  for  the  request  by  the  Utah  Department  of 
Transportation  and  the  Utah  Transit  Authority  for  funding  of  the 
1-15  Corridor  project. 

Sincerely, 


Deedee  Corradini 
Mayor 
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SUPPLEMENT   TO   KAREN    SHEPHERD'S    APRIL   26.    1994   TESflMONY 
BEFORE      THE      HOUSE      TRANSPORTATION      APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE 


The  Utah  Transit  Authority  is  requesting  $10.9  million  from  the  transit  bus  category 
for  land  acquisition,  construction  of  two  park  and  ride  facilities,  for  the  replacement 
of  32  old  transit  buses  and  construction  of  a  transit  hub  for  use  by  disabled  transit 
riders. 

The  projects  are: 

•  Two  park  and  ride  lots  ($3.3  million) 

•  A  transit  hub,  and  ($.4  million) 

•  Replacement  of  32  transit  buses  ($7.2  million) 

A  description  of  the  projects  and  the  justification  for  federal  funding  is  attached. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  TWO  PARK  AND  RIDE  FAdLITIES 

Project  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (UTA)  is  proposing  to  acquire  land  and  construct  two 
park-and-ride  facilities  in  the  1-15  Corridor.  The  lots  would  accommodate  over  660 
cars.  Drivers  bound  to  or  from  the  Salt  Lake  central  business  district  would  park 
in  the  lots  and  transfer  to  express  bus  service  operating  on  Interstate  15.  The 
attached  maps  show  the  proposed  facilities.  The  total  cost  of  the  facilities  is  $4. 125 
million.  The  federal  cost  is  $3.3  million. 

Federal  Funds 

The  UTA  is  requesting  the  inclusion  of  $3.3  million  of  Section  3  bus  category  funds 
in  the  FY  1994  transportation  report  for  two  park-and-ride  lots. 

Status  of  the  Project 

The  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  and  is 
incorporated  in  the  1-15  Corridor  project  in  the  Transportation  Improvement 
Program. 

Preliminary  Engineering  and  design  of  the  facilities  is  under  way  and  will  be 
completed  by  August  1994. 

Consultations  with  local  officials  and  the  community  have  been  extensive. 
Environmental  impact  requirements  will  be  completed  in  September  1994. 

An  application  for  $3.3  million  is  pending  before  the  Federal  Transit  Administration. 

The  project  will  be  ready  for  construction  in  October  of  this  year. 

Merits  of  the  Project 

There  is  a  demand  for  more  express  bus  service.  The  UTA  now  operates 
express  buses  on  Interstate  15.  They  are  well  patronized,  currently  filling 
the  buses  during  the  rush  hours.  The  demand  for  additional  express  service 
is  limited  by  the  availability  of  park-and-ride  spaces.  Construction  of  these 
two  facilities  will  provide  660  additional  parking  spaces. 
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There  is  a  need  for  more  express  bus  service  in  the  corridor.  Congestion  on 
Interstate  15  is  severe  (level  of  service  is  rated  poor  by  the  Utah  Department 
of  Transportation).  The  proposed  park  and  ride  will  reduce  the  rate  of 
congestion  increase. 

A  market  for  light  rail  services  can  be  built.  During  the  first  few  years  of 
operation,  the  ridership  on  express  buses  will  be  increased,  which  then  will 
shift  to  the  light  rail  system,  when  it  becomes  operational  late  in  the  decade. 

Pressures  for  development  is  intense.  The  UTA  needs  to  acquire  land  for  the 
project  soon.  One  of  these  sites  is  in  private  ownership  and  there  is  pressure 
to  develop  the  property.  Without  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  to  avoid 
losing  the  location  forever  to  development,  the  property  needs  to  be  acquired 
now. 

Air  Quality  will  be  improved  and  energy  conserved  The  Salt  Lake  Valley 
experiences  frequent  temperature  inversions  and  severe  air  pollution.  This 
area  is  classified  as  a  non-attainment  area  for  carbon  monoxide,  ozone,  and 
PMio  by  the  EPA.  The  Project  will  contribute  to  the  reduction  of  air 
pollution.    Energy  will  be  conserved  by  diverting  trips  from  automobiles. 


All  available  FY'94  and  FY*95  Section  9  formula  and  flexible  highway  funds 
have  been  programmed.  All  of  the  Section  9  funds  from  the  FY '94  apportionment 
and  from  the  expected  FY'95  apportionment  have  been  programmed  for  bus 
purchases.  A  reasonable  amount  of  Surface  Transportation  Program  and  Congestion 
Management  and  Air  Quality  Mitigation  funds  have  been  allocated  to  transit  for 
FY'95. 


Well  paid  job  opportunities  will  be  created.  Forty  short-term  construction  job 
opportunities  will  be  created  paying  an  average  annual  wage  of  $30,000.  Additional 
well  paid  permanent  job  opportunities  will  be  created  in  FY'95  for  additional 
drivers,  maintenance  and  related  support  staff.  The  average  annual  wage  for  these 
permanent  employees  will  be  $25,000. 


Summary.  There  is  a  need  for  park-and-ride,  express  bus  service  in  the  Interstate 
15  Corridor.  The  demand  or  more  service  is  limited  primarily  by  the  lack  of  park- 
and-ride  lots.  Increasing  the  use  of  express  buses  builds  a  market  for  the  future 
introduction  of  light  rail  service.  Well  paying  job  opportunities  will  be  created  early 
in  FY'94.  The  project  has  merit.  $3.3  million  should  be  included  in  the  FY'94 
transportation  appropriation  reports. 
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Project  locations 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SALT  LAKE  CITY 
IHLEXTRAN  TRANSFER  HUB  AT  7800  SOUTH 


Projgct  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  (UTA)  is  proposing  to  build  a  transit  hub  at  7800  South. 
The  hub  would  provide  a  transfer  point  to  collect  and  distribute  trips  made  on  UTA's 
Flextran  system,  which  provides  service  to  disabled  members  of  the  Salt  Lake 
metropolitan  area.  The  location  has  good  access  to  arterial  streets.  The  total  cost 
of  the  project  is  $500,000.  The  federal  share  would  be  $400,000. 


Request  for  Federal  Support 

The  UTA  is  requesting  inclusion  of  $400,000  in  the  Report  on  the  FY' 1995 
Transportation  Appropriation  Bill  for  construction  of  the  Flextrans  hub. 


Status  of  the  Protect 

An  environmental  assessment  is  underway  which  probably  will  lead  to  a  Finding  of 
No  Significant  Impact,  thus  satisfying  federal  environmental  requirements. 

The  project  is  included  in  the  metropolitan  TIP. 

An   application   for   $400,000   has   been   transmitted   to   the   Federal   Transit 
Administration. 


Merits  of  the  Project 

Better,  more  efficient  service  will  be  provided  to  the  disabled.  Patronage  on 
the  Flextran  system  is  expanding  nq)idly.  It  is  increasing  to  the  level  where 
it  would  be  more  efficient,  and  increase  the  level  of  service  to  the  disabled, 
to  introduce  a  system  of  spokes  and  hubs  into  system.  Specialized  vehicles 
would  pick  up  passengers  and  bring  them  to  the  hub,  where  they  can  be 
routed  to  destinations  more  efficiently  and  with  shorter  trip  lengths  than 
could  be  provided  by  point  to  point  service. 


All  available  Section  9  funds  have  been  programmed  for  other  needed  projects. 
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NEED  FOR  THE  REPLACEMENT  OF  32  TRANSIT  BUSES 

Project  Description 

The  Utah  Transit  Authority  needs  to  replace  32  worn  out  transit  buses  during 
calendar  year  1995. 

Federal  Funds  Requested 

The  federal  cost  of  the  project  is  $7.2  million 

Status  of  the  project 

The  project  is  included  in  the  approved  TIP. 

Merits  of  the  Proiect 

The  32  buses  are  12  years  old,  which  is  the  standard  set  by  the  transit 
industry  for  the  age  at  which  buses  should  be  replaced.  The  old  buses 
require  an  excessive  amount  of  maintenance  and  they  break  down  frequently, 
m^ng  them  unreliable  in  scheduled  service. 

The  old  buses  are  not  accessible  to  the  handicapped  members  of  the 
community.  The  addition  of  32  new,  lift-equipped  buses  will  improve  the 
accessibility  of  the  transit  system  and  help  the  Salt  Lake  area  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act. 

The  new  buses  will  be  powered  by  clean  diesel  motors  which  will  help 
reduce  air  pollution.  Salt  Lake  City  is  classified  as  a  non-attainment  area  by 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The  purchase  of  new  buses  will  help 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

All  available  Section  9  Funds  Have  Been  Programmed  for  Other  Needed 
Projects. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  and  distinguished  Manbers  of  the  Subccmnittee,  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  speak  in  support  of  the  Utah  transportation  projects.  I  am 
honored  to  represent  the  State  of  Utah  and  to  present  the  position  of 
the  Uteih  Department  of  Transportation  on  these  projects  for  which 
funding  is  being  sought. 


I-lS/dalverBity  Avenue  intenAanqe 

The  1-15  University  Avenue  Interchange  is  located  near  the  East  Bay 
Business  park  in  the  southeeist  quadrant  of  Provo,  Utah.  The  project 
will  provide  for  a  new  road  into  the  East  Bay  Business  Park  and  the 
reconstruction  of  the  existing  interchange  to  accoomodate  cvirrent  and 
projected  traffic  volumes.  Novell,  one  of  the  several  international 
businesses  in  the  area,  has  been  expanding  rapidly  with  plans  to  double 
in  size  over  the  next  five  years. 

This  area  now  enploys  7,000  people.  Novell  currently  enploys  1,200  and 
has  indicated  that  planned  growth  includes  4,000  additionaa  en^loyees 
over  the  next  five  years.  "Hiis  growth,  however,  can  occur  cnly  if  Provo 
City  and  the  State  of  Utah  can  improve  the  interchange  providing  access 
to  the  business  peurk.  A  significant  amount  of  the  traffic  volume  and 
employees  of  this  area  are  coming  from  Salt  Lake  City  and  areas  to  the 
north  of  the  project.  A  secondary  access  into  the  business  park  will 
help  improve  traffic  flow  and  reduce  congestion. 

This  project  eilso  is  necessary  to  inprove  air  quality  in  Provo,  which 
has  been  designated  a  non-attainment  eirea.  Traffic  would  be  dispersed 
relieving  congestion,  reducing  vehicle  trips,  and  reducing  emissions. 
In5)rovement  of  this  interchange  creates  an  outlet  from  1-15  that  will 
alleviate  much  of  this  congestion. 

The  federal  amounts  being  requested  for  the  project  is  $17.5  million 
fran  highway  demonstration  funds. 


U.S.  Highway  89 

Along  with  Congressman  Hanson,  and  the  rest  of  the  Utah  delegation,  I  am 
also  seeking  the  Subcommittee's  support  for  funds  to  con^lete  the 
inprovonent  of  U.S.  Highway  89. 
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The  U.S.  89  rcjute  extends  approximately  12  miles  betveen  the  cities  of 
Farmington  and  Ogden.  This  highway,  located  in  the  First  Congressional 
District,  continues  to  be  a  safety  and  a  congestion  problem.  Not  only 
does  it  provide  the  principal  link  between  major  Interstates  and  Ogden 
and  Farmington,  but  it  is  the  main  line  of  transportation  between  many 
smaller  canmanities  and  their  markets  and  s^;^)pliers. 

An  adeqioate  link  between  1-15  and  1-84  was  never  constructed. 
Therefore,  Highway  89  serves  as  the  principal  tie  between  the  two 
Interstates.  Highway  89  also  connects  a  major  Air  Force  installation. 
Hill  Air  Force  Base,  with  the  rest  of  the  country. 

Concerns  about  highway  led  the  Congress  to  appropriate  a  total  of  $10.7 
million  in  FY  1991  through  1993.  The  federal  amount  requested  for  this 
project  for  FY  1995  is  $20  million  from  highway  demonstration  funds. 


20th  East  Hieflway  imauwaents 

I  strongly  endorse  the  request  for  $6  million  from  the  highway 
demonstration  program  for  the  20th  East  highway  improvements.  Mayor  Tom 
Dolan  will  describe  this  project. 


5600  West  Highway 


I  also  strongly  endorse  the  request  for  $5.4  million  for  the  5600  West 
highway  iii¥)rovement.  This  project  will  be  presented  to  the  Svibcaranittee 
on  Thursday  by  Oongresswonan  Shepherd  and  Congressman  Orton. 


1-15  Oorrldar  Ismuwuuts 

The  1-15  Corridor  in  Salt  Lake  County  is  not  only  the  major  traffic 
corridor  of  the  county  but  it  also  is  the  major  transportation  artery  in 
the  state.  It  is  vital  to  coomuters,  to  coomerce,  and  to  the  economic 
growth  and  development  of  Salt  lake  County  and  of  the  entire  state. 

1-15  was  designed  and  constructed  in  the  1960s  and  has  already  outlived 
its  20-year  design  life  by  more  than  10  years.  The  existing  structures 
are  in  desperate  need  of  repair  and  each  need  to  be  replaced  with  wider 
and  longer  bridges  designed  to  meet  current  earthquake  design 
requirements.  Existing  travel  demands  are  now  producing  serious 
congestion  threatening  the  integrity  of  the  Interstate  System.  We  are 
experiencing  population  and  economic  growth  beyond  our  eoqjectations 
which  will  result  in  excessive  demands  and  gridlock  in  the  corridor. 
There  will  be  increased  traffic  demand  on  the  entire  1-15  Corridor  as 
conmerce  needs  are  served  between  Canada  and  Mexico.  Utah  is 
strategically  located  to  acconmodate  this  transportation  need.  However, 
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as  conditions  of  congestion  and  gridlock  worsen  in  the  corridor/  it  is 
very  apparent  that  upgrades  to  the  system  must  be  made  inmediately. 
These  excess  demands  have  resulted  in  an  accident  rate  on  this  section 
of  1-15  approximately  five  times  higher  than  the  typical  rate 
e^qjerienced  in  urban  state  highways.  This  is  particularly  true  where 
1-15  connects  with  1-80  east  and  west. 

As  we  move  ahead  to  correct  the  structural  and  capacity  deficiencies  in 
the  corridor,  we  also  are  expanding  our  horizons  into  the  latest 
intelligence  vehicle  highway  systems  technologies.  Current  technology 
to  be  Incorporated  inclvides  freeway-to-freeway  ran?)  metering,  changeable 
message  signs,  highway  advisory  radio  incident  detection  and  response 
teams,  and  a  traffic  control  center  which  brings  together  our  city, 
county  and  state  needs  in  a  significant  partnership. 

Each  of  these  future  technologies  is  consistent  with  our  desire  to 
develop  intennodal  solutions  to  our  transportation  needs,  including 
high-occupancy  vehicle  lanes,  park  and  ride  lots,  and  an  expanded  mass 
transit  system  including  a  light  rail  systan  in  the  corridor. 

All  of  these  transportation  improvements  enhance  the  flow  of  goods  and 
services  and  also  contribute  to  a  cleaner  environment.  We  have  made 
every  effort  in  our  multimodal  approach  to  achieve  clean  air  conformity 
as  a  short-term  and  long-term  goal.  Oiur  20-year  program  shows 
ccHiformity  based  on  the  utilization  of  high  occupancy  vehicle  lanes  and 
our  expanded  mass  transit  system.  Major  inducements  for  people  to 
carpool,  vanpool  and  use  express  bus  service  are  all  significant 
contributors  to  our  clean  air  conformity. 

The  current  gridlock  we  experience  on  the  1-15  Corridor  has  caused  an 
increased  awareness  to  the  vital  need  of  these  inprovements .  Our 
conmunity  has  expressed  a  high  degree  of  ccxnnitment  to  meeting  the 
funding  needs  through  a  local  50  percent  match.  Our  recent  legislative 
session  approved  by  resolution  a  ccomitment  to  match  federal  funding  at 
this  high  level,  and  Legislators  recognize  the  high  priority  the  Utah 
Department  of  Transportation  has  placed  on  this  project.  Governor 
Michael  Leavitt  has  expressed  his  commitment  to  additional  state  funding 
for  these  vital  in^irovements  on  the  1-15  Corridor.  Our  traveling  public 
has  expressed  in  open  hearings  their  willingness  to  sacrifice  during 
construction  while  they  are  Inconvenienced.  Recent  opinion  poles  show 
favorable  public  support  for  the  local  funding  required  to  make  these 
substantial  inprovements .  We  remain  ccannitted  as  a  state  to  a  high 
level  preservation  of  our  existing  transportation  system  and  we  must  use 
our  current  apportionment  of  federal  funds  to  maintain  this  level  of 
preservation.  It  is  critical  that  we  receive  additional  federal  funding 
for  the  necessary  inprovements  to  this  segment  of  the  1-15  Corridor  in 
Salt  Lake  County  in  order  to  preserve  the  Integrity  of  this  vital 
Interstate  link. 
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The  Utah  Department  of  Transportation  has  identified  a  bacJdog  of  $2.1 
billion  of  highway  needs.  This  includes  up  to  $800  million  for  the 
improvement  of  Interstate  15  and  $100  million  for  related  transit 
inproveroents  in  the  1-15  Corridor.  These  highway  and  transit  needs 
cannot  be  met  with  apportioned  federal  funds.  The  state's  annual 
obligation  ceiling  of  approximately  $110  million  for  federal  highway 
funds  is  sufficient  only  to  preserve  the  existing  road  system.  The 
annual  apportionment  of  Section  9  transit  funds  of  about  $12  million 
can  cover  only  a  portion  of  bus  operating  costs  and  replacement  needs. 
I  support  this  request  for  highway  and  transit  funds  for  the  1-15 
Corridor  project/  which  I  believe  represents  an  innovative  and  effective 
use  of  scarce  resources. 

We  continue  to  make  maximum  use  of  our  state  transportation  fund  to 
preserve  and  expand  our  multi-modal  transportation  system.  We  are 
comnitted  to  an  efficient,  safe  and  environmentally  sensitive 
transportation  system  in  Utah.  We  have  appreciated  the  federal 
coOTnitment  to  an  outstanding  Interstate  System.  As  we  take  on 
internationally  significant  events,  such  as  the  Winter  Olympic  Games  of 
2002,  and  cooperate  in  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  we 
appreciate  this  continued  partnership  with  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  the  Congress  in  helping  us  realize,  together,  what  we 
are  not  capable  of  achieving  alone. 

The  FY  1995  federal  request  for  the  1-15  Corridor  project  is  $20  million 
from  the  highway  demonstration  program.  Sixty  percent,  or  $12  million, 
would  be  i:ised  for  engineering,  environmental  work  and  the  reconstruction 
of  the  intial  phases  of  1-15.  Forty  percent,  or  $8  million,  would  be 
used  for  final  design  of  the  light  rail  line,  the  acquisition  of  24  used 
light  rail  cars,  and  the  acquisition  of  land  for  two  light  rail 
stations.  In  addition,  the  Utah  Transit  Authority  is  requesting  $4 
million  from  the  transit  new  start  category  which  would  be  added  to  the 
highway  demonstration  funds  to  be  used  for  the  same  pvurposes. 

The  long-range  financing  requirements  for  the  1-15  Corridor  project  is 
shown  on  the  attached  table. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcomnittee  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify  in  support  of  these  five  projects. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mayor. 

Mr.  DOLAN.  Chairman  Carr,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  with  you  this 
morning  and  be  back  in  my  home  town  of  Washington  where  I  was 
bom  and  raised. 

I  will  be  brief.  I  have  some  written  prepared  statements  that  will 
be  submitted  to  the  committee. 

But  I  just  mention  to  you  that  some  of  the  concerns  that  we  have 
as  a  suburban  community  in  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  of  the 
country  is  we  were  a  city  in  the  1970  census  that  had  less  than 
10,000  residents.  In  the  1980  census,  we  were  at  56,000,  and  at  the 
1990  census  we  were  70,000  and  are  projected  now,  in  January  of 
1994,  that  we  have  87,000  residents. 

We  are  a  community  that  needs  some  arterial  roads  to  relieve 
the  traffic  congestion.  20th  East  would  be  a  great  asset  to  our  com- 
munity in  the  highest,  most  densely  populated  area  of  our  city, 
would  be  a  great  traffic  relief  not  only  for  commuter  automobiles 
but  also  bus  traffic  that  would  travel  north-south.  We  are  the  gate- 
way to  four  major  ski  resorts. 

We  are  also  looking  forward  to  the  2002  Olympics  and  the  traffic 
burden  that  that  will  bring,  but  we  have  a  tremendous  amount  of 
commuter  traffic  that  leaves  this  area  of  our  city  because  we  do  not 
have  a  high  concentration  of  employment  in  this  area.  So  this  is 
a  major  project  for  our  community  of  almost  90,000  people,  and  we 
would  appreciate  any  consideration  this  committee  could  give. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  Mayor  Dolan. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Dolan  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

BY 

HONORABLE  TOM  DOLAN 

MAYOR, 

SANDY  CITY,  UTAH 

BEFORE  THE 
HOUSE  TRANSPORTATION  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


20TH  EAST  HIGHWAY  PROJECT 

IN 

SANDY  CITY,  UTAH 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  1  would  like  to  request  your 
support  for  obtaining  $6  million  in  the  fiscal  1995  Transportation 
Appropriations  Bill  for  the  20th  East  Highway  Improvement  Project  in  Sandy 
City,  Utah. 

Sandy  City  is  a  rapidly  growing  community  located  south  of  Salt  Lake  City, 
within  minutes  of  Utah's  premier  ski  resorts.   The  southern  part  of  the  Salt 
Lake  Valley  is  experiencing  the  fastest  rate  of  growth  in  the  Salt  Lake 
metropolitan  area.   Sandy  City's  population  is  the  largest  of  the  cities  that  are 
experiencing  the  fastest  growth.   Much  of  the  growth  in  Sandy  has  occurred  in 
the  eastern  area  of  the  city,  where  there  are  no  major  north-south  arterials 
that  can  accommodate  the  substantial  increase  in  traffic.  The  20th  East 
Highway  Improvement  Project,  which  extends  from  9400  South  to  Sego  Lily 
Drive,  will  provide  a  much  needed  north-south  arterial  in  the  eastern  area  of 
the  Salt  Lake  Valley. 


Sandy  City  has  already  received  $3.5  million  in  Surface  Transportation 
Program  Funds  to  improve  20th  East  from  Creek  Road  to  9400  South,  the  first 
segment  in  improving  20th  East.   We  are  pursuing  $6  million  in 
authorization  for  funding  the  next  phase  of  20th  East  in  the  National 
Highway  System  legislation  that  is  currently  being  considered  by  the  House 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee.    Providing  funding  for  this 
project  will  allow  the  next  vital  segment  to  be  implemented.   According  to 
the  Wasatch  Regional  Front  Council,  the  Metropolitan  Planning 
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Organization  (MPO)  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley,  obtaining  funding  for  the  20th 
East  project  from  9400  South  to  Sego  Lily  would  not  occur  until  after  2005  due 
to  linuted  transportation  funds  and  the  high  demand  for  transportation 
projects.  That  projection  takes  into  account  a  ten  cent  state  gas  tax  that,  if 
approved  by  voters,  would  go  into  effect  next  year.    Both  the  Wasatch  Front 
Regional  Council,  the  Salt  Lake  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  and  the 
Utah  Department  of  Transportation  support  efforts  to  obtain  authorization 
and  funding  for  this  project  in  the  National  Highway  System  bill  and  the 
fiscal  1995  Transportation  Appropriations  Bill. 

The  20th  East  Highway  project  is  consistent  with  local  and  regional 
planning.  A  corridor  has  been  preserved  for  20th  East,  and  this  principle 
arterial  will  become  a  part  of  a  highway  loop  which  includes  1-15  , 1-215, 
Wasatch  Boulevard  and  1-80.   It  is  listed  on  the  Wasatch  Front  Regional 
Council's  Long  Range  Plan  as  a  priority  project. 

The  $6  million  in  federal  funding  being  requested  for  the  20th  East 
Highway  Improvement  Project  would  be  used  to  construct  a  four  lane 
roadway  for  approximately  one  mile.   Traffic  in  this  high  growth  area  must 
wind  through  a  maze  of  residential  streets  to  gain  access  to  other  major 
arterials  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley.   Preliminary  engineering  has  been  completed 
and  90  percent  of  the  right-of-way  has  been  preserved.  Construction  would 
begin  in  1995  if  funds  are  obtained  this  year.  The  project  is  included  on  the 
State's  Long  Range  Flan  but  has  yet  to  be  included  on  the  STIP.    According  to 
the  MPO,  limited  ISTEA  funds  have  prevented  this  project  from  being  placed 
on  the  STIP.    Sandy  City  is  taking  steps  to  place  20th  East  on  the  STIP  by 
beginning  environmental  work  on  the  project.   We  hope  to  have  the 
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environmental  work  completed  and  have  the  project  placed  on  the  STIP  by 
November  1994. 

Mr.  Chairman,  providing  the  eighty  percent  federal  match  to  complete  this 
segment  of  20th  East  will  allow  completion  of  an  important  transportation 
project  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley.  Linking  the  20th  East  arterial  to  1-15, 1-215,  and 
1-80  will  significantly  improve  the  flow  of  traffic  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  and 
improve  air  quality  by  reducing  current  traffic  on  residential  streets  in  the 
eastern  half  of  the  Salt  Lake  Valley. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  20th  East  Highway 
Improvement  Project,  and  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  that  you 
may  have  at  this  time. 
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Mr,  Carr.  Mr.  Zwick,  all  these  projects,  I  assume,  since  you  are 
here,  are  on  the  State  plan. 

Mr.  Zwick.  They  are.  They  are  on  our  program.  They  are  on  our 
plan  in  terms  of  a  20-year  funded  plan  and  also  in  our  current 
STIP. 

Mr.  Carr.  Although  the  20th  East  project — and  by  the  testimony 
of  Mayor  Dolan 

Mr.  Zwick.  We  have  a  section  of  the  20th  East  which  is  on  the 
STIP  and  then,  as  we  extend  beyond  to  the  south,  a  portion  of  the 
piece  he  refers  to  is  effectively  a  local  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  The  Highway  29  improvements.  Congressman 
Hansen  was  in  here  earlier  and  talked  about  that.  I  had  a  question 
at  the  time  and  I  basically  ended  up  reserving  it  because  I  knew 
you  were  going  to  be  here,  and  Congressman  Hansen  did  not  know 
the  answer  to  it.  I  was  intrigued  by  the  history  by  which  you  end 
up  with  Interstate  15  and  84. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Eighty-nine. 

Mr.  Carr.  Eighty-nine. 

Mr.  Zwick.  Truly  you  have  three  components.  You  have  1-80 
meeting  1-15. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  it  is  a  one-way  interchange,  right? 

Mr.  Zwick.  It  is.  A  dangerous  interchange  at  1-80  and  1-15. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  history  you  can  shed  on  why  they  would 
not  have  planned  for  a  north — as  I  understand,  a  northbound  1-15 
traveler  cannot  get  eastbound  on  1-80  at  the  interchange. 

Mr.  ZwiCK.  In  fact,  you  can  get  east,  but  you  make  two  dan- 
gerous movements  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  interchange  actually  does  go  east  in  there? 

Mr.  ZwiCK.  Yes.  You  actually  pick  up  1-80  east,  picking  it  up  at 
a  point  south,  approximately  seven  miles  from  Salt  Lake  City  cen- 
ter, as  well  as  at  a  point  at  1-80  there  is  a  movement  eastbound 
off  of  1-15  at  approximately  20th  south,  right  about  where  1-80 
runs  east.  There  is  one  eastbound  movement  off  of  1-15  onto  1-80. 

Now,  if  you  are  referring  up  north  to  U.S.  89  and  its  connection 
to  1-84 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes,  that  is  what  I  was  referring  to. 

Mr.  ZwiCK.  There  you  do  have  a  problem.  There  is  not  a  move- 
ment off  of  1-15  east  on  1-84. 

Mr.  Carr.  Right.  And  is  there  something  in  that  interchange 
that  demanded  that  that  be  the  design? 

Mr.  Zwick.  I  can't  answer  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Seems  to  me  very  curious  how  that  got  that  way 
where  you  have  an  intersection  of  two  interstate  highways  and  you 
do  not  have  complete  access. 

Mr.  Zwick.  The  intent  of  eastbound  movement  of  1-15  up  1-84 
and  then  connecting  to  1-80  beyond  was  a  movement  that  occurs 
about  15  miles  south  of  where  1-84  meets  1-15.  Possibly  on  your 
map.  Congressman,  you  notice  at  a  point  south  of  where  1-84 
meets  1-15  there  is  the  U.S.  89  mountain  road  that  comes  off.  And 
the  advantage  there  is  about  20  miles  of  less  travel. 

Mr.  Carr.  Now,  is  it  your  plan,  under  your  $20  million  here,  to 
make  this  an  interstate  type  freeway?  Is  that  it? 

Mr.  Zwick.  Yes,  it  would  be  a  full  expressway  and,  ultimately, 
an  interstate  section  that  would  connect  1-15  to  1-84. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Is  that  an  80-20? 

Mr.  ZwiCK.  Currently  it  has  been,  by  virtue  of  some  of  the  fund- 
ing in  earlier  years.  It  has  received  demo  funding,  and  at  this  point 
it  is  suggested  as  an  80-20  match,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right.  Thank  you  very  much  for 

Oh,  I  am  sorry.  I  was  getting  involved  in  my  work  here,  and  I 
forgot  my  friend  arrived. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  just  one  question.  Are  these  all  authorized? 
Are  all  the  projects  authorized? 

Mr.  ZwiCK.  They  are  not.  They  are  projects  for  which  authoriza- 
tion has  been  sought  formally. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  We  are  working  on  authorizing  them  in  the  Na- 
tional Highway  Systems  Act.  We  have  made  presentations  before 
the  committee,  and  there  has  not  been  a  full  committee  markup 
yet.  But  we  believe  that  we  have  an  opportunity,  an  excellent  op- 
portunity, to  be  authorized.  We  are  aware  of  the  problem,  believe 
me. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Owing  to  the  fact  that  Congresswoman  Shepherd  is  on 
the  committee. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  does  make  a  difference. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Shepherd.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  to  see  you. 

Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
COLORADO  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

TED  HACKWORTH,  COUNCIL  MEMBER,  CITY  OF  DENVER,  CO 

BILL  VIDAL,  DIRECTOR,  COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPOR- 
TATION 

BOB  CLEVENGER,  CHIEF  ENGINEER,  COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Grood  morning.  Our  next  witness  is  a  good  friend,  Con- 
gresswoman Pat  Schroeder,  from  Denver. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  Congressman 
Carr— Chairman  Carr — and  Ranking  Member  Wolf  I  am  delighted 
that  you  let  us  come  over  again  to  talk  about  two  critically  impor- 
tant projects  in  Denver,  the  1-70  and  the  1-25  interchange,  which 
is  known  as  the  Mousetrap.  And,  as  you  know,  it  has  had  a  long 
history  and  a  tough  history  with  all  sorts  of  problems. 

But  this  morning  I  get  to  introduce  to  you  the  new  Director  of 
the  Colorado  Department  of  Transportation.  His  name  is  Bill  Vidal, 
and  he  has  been  the  man  building  the  Mousetrap  so  he  knows 
more  about  mousetraps  than  almost  anybody  I  know,  and  we  are 
honored  to  have  him  in  that  role. 

And,  secondly,  we  are  going  to  have  Ted  Hackworth,  a  Denver 
City  Councilman,  and  he  is  going  to  tell  you  a  bit  about  the  new 
Broadway  Viaduct  and  how  critical  that  is  with  all  the  things  that 
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are  going  on  in  lower  downtown,  and  he  has  been  doing  a  great  job 
doing  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  put  my  statement  in  the  record, 
and  I  am  going  to  defer  to  these  gentlemen  who  know  much  more 
about  this  than  I  do.  I  am  only  here  to  say  they  are  absolutely 
right.  They  are  experts  in  what  they  are  talking  about.  It  is  ter- 
ribly critical.  And  I  thank  you  again. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Schroeder  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY  REPRESENTATIVE  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER 

ON 
THE  1-70 /I -25  INTERCHANGE  (MOUSETRAP) 
BEFORE 
THE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

April  26,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  delighted  to  be  here  today  to  talk  about 
two  important  projects  in  Denver,  the  I-70/I-25  interchange 
complex,  also  known  as  "the  Mousetrap,"  and  the  Broadway  Viaduct 
project. 

Joining  me  this  morning  is  Bill  Vidal,  the  new  Director  of 
the  Colorado  Department  of  Transportation,  who  is  the  real  expert 
on  the  Mousetrap,  and  Denver  City  Councilman,  Ted  Hackworth,  who 
will  tell  you  about  the  Broadway  Viaduct. 

THE  MOUSETRAP  (Bill  Vidal,  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Transportation) 

Mr.  Chaiman,  as  you  know,  the  Mousetrap  is  the  most  heavily 
used  interchange  complex  in  the  state  and  it  is  severely 
congested.   More  than  a  quarter  of  a  million  vehicles  use  the 
Mousetrap  every  day.   By  the  year  2010,  travel  is  projected  to 
grow  to  325,000  vehicles  per  day. 

The  Mousetrap  is  a  also  a  major  north-south  route  for 
transportation  of  hazardous  waste.   You  remember  the  six 
torpedo's  that  fell  off  a  truck  and  gave  us  all  a  scare  back  in 
1984.   We  want  to  make  sure  nothing  like  that  ever  happens  again. 
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I  also  want  to  point  out  that  this  interchange  is  a  critical 
piece  of  the  Bus/High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  corridor  that  we 
are  committed  to  completing. 

We  are  requesting  that  you  provide  $34  million  in  priority 
designation  under  the  interstate  maintenance  discretionary 
program. 

This  is  the  State's  number  one  project.   We  are  ready  to 
utilize  the  full  $34  million  and  complete  this  project. 

BROADWAY  VIADUCT  (Ted  Hackworth,  Councilman,  Denver  City  Council) 

The  Broadway  Viaduct  is  nearly  100  years  old.   It  has  a 
sufficiency  rating  of  2.  on  a  scale  of  100.   It  connects  Broadway, 
Denver's  major  central  north-south  arterial,  with  1-70  on  the 
North. 

This  is  especially  important  now  that  Coors  Field,  home  of 
the  Colorado  Rockies  baseball  team,  is  almost  completed.   The  new 
baseball  park  sits  in  the  valley  between  the  Broadway  Viaduct  and 
the  23rd  Street  Viaduct,  which  should  be  completed  this  year. 
Coors  Field  will  open  in  April  1995  with  up  to  50,000  fans 
attending  each  of  the  65  home  games. 

The  viaduct  replacement  cost  will  be  approximately  $27 
million.   We  are  asking  for  $18.08  million  in  federal  funds. 
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Denver  has  already  committed  $4.2  million  for  right  of  way  and 
preliminary  engineering. 

This  is  not  a  capacity  improvement.   The  new  structure  is 
proposed  to  have  four  lanes,  including  a  turn  lane. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  Broadway  Viaduct 
replacement  is  included  in  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of 
Governments  2015  plan  to  improve  transportation  and  air  quality. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Your  statements  will  be  put  in  the  record,  and  I  ask 
that  you  summarize  your  request. 

I  might  also  say  we  have  been  using  economic  criteria  upon 
which  to  base  our  judgments,  and  I  wanted  to  remind  people  that 
that  is  still  in  force,  and  we  would  like  that  material  submitted  to 
us  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  ViDAL.  Grood  morning.  Chairman  Carr,  Congressman  Wolf. 
My  name  is  Guillermo  Vidal.  I  am  the  new  Director  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  in  Colorado.  With  me  is  our  Chief  Engi- 
neer, Bob  Clevenger,  who  is  here  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have  regarding  the  project. 

I  want  to  say  it  is  a  great  honor  for  me  to  be  here,  and  I  really 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  speak  to  you  about  this 
very  important  project  for  the  State  of  Colorado. 

As  Representative  Schroeder  said,  this  is  the  project  for  the 
interchange  of  Interstate  1-70  and  Interstate  1-25  in  the  Denver 
metro  areas  called  the  Mousetrap.  The  reconstruction  of  this 
project  we  refer  to  as  the  Better  Mousetrap,  so  I  will  refer  to  that 
froi  time  to  time. 

As  you  know,  we  have  been  coming  to  you  for  the  past  six  years 
to  secure  priority  designation  for  IM  discretionary  funds  for  this 
interchange,  and  you  have  acknowledged  the  importance  of  this 
project  by  your  support  of  over  $116  million  of  discretionary  funds 
for  this  project  in  these  past  six  years.  And  for  this  commitment 
I  know  the  people  of  Colorado  are  deeply  grateful  to  you. 

We  have  been  very  committed  to  this  project,  and  I  am  just  going 
to  summarize  our  testimony,  but  if  you  can  refer  to  it,  the  pam- 
phlet, I  think  I  can  maybe  quickly  guide  you  through.  There  are 
a  couple  of  maps  in  there  that  are  very  good  to  look  at,  and  if  you 
would  refer  to  the  color-coded  map. 

We  have  been  referring  to  all  the  funds;  one  has  all  the  invest- 
ment criteria  which  you  can  refer  to. 

The  color-coded  map,  you  can  see  we  have  been  really  diligently 
pursuing  the  construction  of  this  project.  Ever3rthing  that  you  see 
there  in  the  blue  is  either  under  construction  or  has  been  com- 
pleted. I  have  to  tell  you  every  one  of  those  phases  that  have  been 
completed  on  this  interchange  have  been  of  tremendous  success 
and  importance  to  the  people  of  the  area  because  it  has  improved 
safety  considerably. 

This  year,  we  received  $12  million  of  discretionary  funding  which 
we  are  hoping  to  advertise  this  summer  and  have  those  dollars 
fully  obligated  in  great  timing  for  those  funds,  and  that  is  the  por- 
tion that  you  see  in  red  in  that  color-coded  map. 

Now,  our  request  this  year  is  for  $34  million  which  really  fin- 
ishes that  interchange  you  see  in  red.  Our  request  is  the  green  por- 
tion. And  as  I  said,  it  is  $34  million.  What  that  will  do  is  it  will 
complete  the  entire  interchange  in  that  area  which  ties  to  a  couple 
of  major  events  in  the  Denver  metro  area. 

One  of  them  is  we  have  a  bridge  replacement  project  called  the 
23rd  Street  Viaduct  which  is  currently  under  construction.  That 
would  tie  right  at  that  38th/Fox  Interchange.  And  if  you  notice  that 
little  line  that  goes  across  in  green,  or  across  that  interchange,  that 
is  a  fly-over  bridge  that  would  tie  to  23rd.  That  is  a  critical  tie  to 
that  project  because  23rd  Street  will  tie  to  the  new  stadium  that 
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is  being  built  for  the  Colorado  Rockies  for  them  to  occupy  in  the 
spring  of  1995. 

So  it  is  a  major,  major  link,  and,  really,  the  importance  of  com- 
pleting, of  getting  what  is  in  green  will  complete  that  interchange, 
and  it  is  important  to  have  the  lane  balancing  that  we  need  for 
that. 

As  Representative  Schroeder  said,  I  have  been  in  charge  of  build- 
ing this  project  so  I  know  how  critical  all  these  links  are  and  really 
would  appreciate  your  honoring  our  request.  I  think  if  you  could 
tour  the  project  you  would  be  very  proud  of  the  investment  that 
you  have  made. 

The  beauty  of  the  project  that  we  have  finished  now  is  something 
that  is  commented  on  in  the  metro  area  considerably.  I  think  you 
would  also  be  proud  of  how  this  project  is  integrated  with  the  bus 
and  carpool  lane  that  is  being  built  in  the  middle  of  1-25  that  goes 
through  this  entire  project  and  the  measures  that  we  have  taken 
to  accommodate  that  transit  corridor  that  is  being  built. 

To  just  then  conclude  my  comments,  we  ask  for  your  continued 
support  for  the  investment  that  you  started  six  years  ago  and  re- 
quest your  endorsement  of  priority  designation  for  this  project  in 
fiscal  year  1995  for  interstate  maintenance  discretionary  funding. 
And  I  thank  you  very  much  and  am  certainly  willing  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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THE  REBUILDING  OP  THE  I  70/1  25  INTERCHANGE  COMPLEX 
(THE  BETTER  MOUSETRAP  PROJECT) 

AND 

COLORADO'S  FY  1995  REQUEST  FOR 

INTERSTATE  4R  DISCRETIONARY  FUNDING 


PRESENTED  BY 
THE  COLOR7UX3  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

APRIL  1994 
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WHY  A  BETTER  MOUSETRAP? 

The  I  70/1  25  interchange  complex  serves  the  metropolitan  area  of 
Denver,  whose  population  has  grown  200%  since  the  interchange  was 
first  constructed  in  1951.   The  interchange  complex,  known 
locally  as  the  Mousetrap,  is  severely  congested  during  much  of 
the  day.   This  situation  is  aggravated  by  the  high  percentage  of 
trucks  utilizing  the  facility.   More  than  a  quarter  of  a  million 
vehicles  use  the  Mousetrap  on  the  average  day.   By  the  year  2010, 
travel  is  projected  to  grow  to  325,000  vehicles  per  day.   The 
Mousetrap  is  the  most  heavily  used  interchange  complex  in  the 
State. 


We  at  the  Colorado  Department  of  Transportation  (CDOT)  are 
continuing  to  move  forward  to  make  this  crossroads  of  Colorado 
operate  more  safely  and  efficiently.   Hopefully,  once  improved  it 
will  be  known  as  the  Better  Mousetrap. 

It  will  be  Better  because  of  your  foresight  in  including  the 
Interstate  4R  discretionary  funding  provisions  in  the  Surface 
Transportation  and  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act  of  1987 
[(the  Act)  (Public  Law  100-17,  Section  114)]  and  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  102- 
240,  Section  1020) .   We  are  very  appreciative  that  you  acted  to 
meet  the  needs  of  busy  urban  areas  like  Denver  with  this  valuable 
funding  mechanism. 
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Colorado  has  been  very  fortunate  to  have  received  $116  million  of 
federal  I-4R  discretionary  funds  the  past  six  years  to 
reconstruct  the  Mousetrap.   In  FY  1994,  CDOT  received  $12  million 
of  federal  I-4R  discretionary  funds.   CDOT  has  completed  or  has 
under  construction  over  fifty  percent  of  the  Better  Mousetrap 
pro j  ect . 

THE  NEED 

The  Better  Mousetrap  project  meets  the  criteria  established  in 
the  Act  for  I-4R  discretionary  funding.   Priority  consideration 
is  to  be  given  to  projects  whose  cost  exceeds  $10  million  and  is 
on  a  high  volume  route  in  an  urban  area.   The  estimated 
construction  cost  of  the  Better  Mousetrap  project  is 
approximately  $200  million.   This  amovint  is  in  total  dollars  and 
includes  both  federal  and  state  matching  dollars. 

The  reconstruction  of  this  major  interchange  complex  has  national 
significance.   The  Mousetrap  is  the  only  interstate  to  interstate 
interchange  complex  in  Colorado  with  roadways  that  traverse  the 
entire  state.   Although  transporting  hazardous  waste  is 
restricted  on  portions  of  I  70  thru  Denver,  I  25  is  the  major 
north-south  route  for  transportation  of  hazardous  waste. 
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Reducing  the  potential  for  accidents  (such  as  the  highly 
publicized  August  1,  1984,  torpedo  incident)  is  a  primary  goal  of 
this  project.   Many  ramps  function  far  below  the  current  design 
standard  of  40  miles  per  hour.   The  existing  facilities  achieved 
their  capacity  many  years  ago  and  operate  at  an  extremely  poor 
level  of  service  during  peak  periods.   During  the  average  year, 
more  than  175  accidents  occur  at  the  Mousetrap,  accounting  for  an 
annual  economic  loss  of  $7.1  million.   Regarding  the  torpedo 
incident,  six  30-foot-long  Mark  48  torpedo  which  were  being 
hauled  from  the  State  of  Washington  to  a  submarine  base  in 
Groton,  Connecticut,  spilled  onto  I  70  when  the  driver  failed  to 
negotiate  a  25  mph  ramp.   Not  knowing  the  hazard  potential  of  the 
torpedoes,  nearby  residents  were  evacuated  and  both  interstates 
were  closed  for  eight  hours. 

The  reconstruction  of  the  Mousetrap  interchange  complex  is 
integral  to  the  completion  of  a  Bus/High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV) 
corridor  in  the  middle  of  I  25.   The  North  I  25  Bus/HOV  project 
is  a  multi-agency  effort  of  the  Federal  Transit  Authority  (FTA) , 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) ,  CDOT,  Regional 
Transportation  District  (RTD)  and  the  City  and  County  of  Denver. 
The  Bus/HOV  project  will  cost  over  $200  million  to  complete,  and 
is  scheduled  for  completion  in  1995. 
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A  REQUEST 

Colorado  is  requesting  your  support  to  secure  priority 
designation  for  our  FY  1995  application  of  $34  million  in  I-4R 
discretionary  funds.   Completing  the  Mousetrap  project  continues 
to  be  a  high  priority  for  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Transportation.   We  are  prepared  to  utilize  $34  million  of  I-4R 
discretionary  funds  in  FY  1995  toward  the  reconstruction  of  the 
Better  Mousetrap  project. 

We  are  steadfast  in  our  commitment  to  this  project,  and  we  are 
eager  to  continue  the  work  that  is  completed  or  under 
construction.   We  ask  for  your  continued  support  and  request  your 
endorsement  of  priority  designation  for  FY  1995  I-4R 
discretionary  funding. 
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Mr.  Carr.  This  is  not  strictly  on  the  subject  but  tell  us  how  that 
bridge  is  coming  along. 

Mr.  ViDAL.  On  23rd  Street? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  ViDAL.  We  have  finished  the  first  phase  of  that  bridge,  which 
replaces  the  existing  two-lane  facility  that  was  there  with  a  suffi- 
ciency rating  of  two.  We  are  now  in  the  process  of  building  a  two- 
lane  facility  to  detour  the  existing  traffic  on  that,  and  then  we  can 
build  the  remaining  six  lanes  that  are  going  to  be  needed  in  the 
future. 

All  of  the  project  is  under  construction  right  now,  so  all  construc- 
tion projects  have  been  awarded,  and  we  are  scheduled  to  open  a 
four-lane  facility  for  the  opening  of  the  stadium  in  1995  with  the 
two  lanes  remaining  to  be  done  later  that  fall. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  Thank  you. 

Well,  we  are  well  familiar  with  this  project,  and  we  appreciate 
the  need  for  it,  and  I  do  not  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  submitted  the  eco- 
nomic criteria.  They  are  all  here.  Councilman. 

Mr.  Hackworth.  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf,  I  am  Ted 
Hackworth,  member  of  the  Denver  Colorado  City  Council.  And 
Mayor  Webb  sends  his  greetings  to  you  and  thanks  you  for  holding 
these  hearings. 

The  City  of  Denver  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  past  support 
and  assistance,  especially  on  the  23rd  Street  Viaduct  project,  but 
I  am  here  today  to  seek  your  assistance  in  another  critically  needed 
project  in  our  city. 

The  Broadway  Viaduct  is  nearly  100  years  old.  It  has  a  suffi- 
ciency rating  of  two  on  a  scale  of  100.  The  Viaduct  connects  down- 
town Denver  to  1-70.  When  the  Viaduct  was  built,  there  were  23 
rail  lines  beneath  it.  Today  those  23  lines  have  been  consolidated 
into  three. 

It  is  also  important  because  it  is  near  and  a  part  of  the  Coors 
Field,  home  of  our  new  Denver  Colorado  Rockies,  which  will  open 
in  April  1995.  It  will  bring  approximately  50,000  fans  per  its  65 
games,  and  you  will  note  that  the  Viaduct  is  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  parking  or  the  stadium,  the  blue  and  the  Viaduct. 

It  is  also  important  that  we  note  that  this  will  cost  approxi- 
mately $27  million,  and  it  is  not  a  capacity  improvement.  It  is  in- 
cluded in  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  2015  plan 
to  improve  air  quality  and  transportation,  and  I  have  served  on  the 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  for  the  past  15  years  as 
a  Denver  Council  representative. 

We  worry  about  the  safety,  especially  the  Regional  Council, 
which  involves  all  of  the  Regional  Transportation  District's  Platte 
River  fleet  crosses  the  Broadway  Viaduct  before  and  after  rush 
hour,  morning  and  night.  This  includes  articulated  buses.  Regional 
transportation  District's  bus  maintenance  facility  and  garage  com- 
plex is  north  of  the  Viaduct  with  no  other  direct  access  to  down- 
town. Because  the  buses  cross  the  Broadway  Viaduct  without  pas- 
sengers aboard,  that  is  why  we  are  allowing  it  to  go  on  now,  but 
we  are  very  concerned  about  the  safety. 
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Denver  has  been  the  beneficiary  of  assistance  from  this  commit- 
tee for  a  number  of  projects  in  the  past  decade,  and  we  very  much 
appreciate  your  help.  We  have  invested  $78  million  of  local  funds 
on  transportation  improvements  during  this  period.  If  you  add 
State,  special  district  and  private  sector  investment,  that  total  is 
nearly  $500  million. 

You  will  note  from  our  written  testimony  that  the  mousetrap  is 
a  close  link  to  this  project,  and  we  strongly  support  the  funding  of 
that  project  also. 

We  are  asking  for  $18.8  million  of  Federal  funds  over  three 
years,  and  that  is  fiscal  year  1995  funding  of  $4.52  million.  Denver 
has  already  committed  $4.2  million  to  this  project. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  We  hope  the  committee  will  be  able  to 
help  us  with  the  funding  of  the  Broadway  Viaduct  project. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  for  being  here,  and  we  appreciate  the 
urgency  of  your  request. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Webb  follows:] 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  BUILDING  •  DENVER,  COLORADO  •  80202 

AREA  CODE  303  640-2721 
640-2720  (V/TDD) 


Statement  of  Denver  Mayor  Wellington  Webb 

April  26, 1994 

Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 


Chairman  Carr,  Mr.  Wolf  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Wellington 
Webb,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Denver,  Colorado.  The  City  of  Denver  would  like 
to  thank  the  committee  for  its  past  support  and  assistance,  especially  the  23rd 
Street  Viaduct  replacement  project.  I  am  here  today  to  seek  your  assistance 
with  another  critically  needed  project  in  my  city  --  the  Broadway  Viaduct. 

The  Broadway  Viaduct  is  nearly  100  years  old.  It  has  a  sufficiency  rating  of  2 
on  a  scale  of  100.  The  viaduct  connects  Broadway,  Denver's  major  central 
north-south  arterial,  with  1-70  on  the  north  (via  Brighton  Boulevard). 

When  the  viaduct  was  built,  there  were  23  major  railroad  lines  beneath  it.  As 
a  result  of  hard  work  by  the  railroads  and  city  planners  and  public  works 
engineers,  that  number  has  been  reduced  to  a  three  Union  Pacific  mainline 
tracks.  We  hope  to  use  the  tracks  and  the  right-of-way  around  them  in  the 
next  few  years  for  a  commuter  rail  line  to  connect  downtown  Denver  with 
the  new  Denver  International  Airport. 

We  can  construct  a  replacement  for  the  Broadway  Viaduct  without 
interrupting  rail  traffic  and  stage  the  demolition  of  the  current  structure  to 
avoid  delays  for  the  vehicle  traffic  now  using  the  deck.  This  is  especially 
important  now  that  Coors  Field,  home  of  our  new  Colorado  Rockies  baseball 
team,  is  almost  completed.  It  sits  in  the  valley  between  the  Broadway  Viaduct 
and  the  23rd  Street  Viaduct,  which  is  being  replaced  this  summer.  Coors 
Field  will  open  in  April  1995.  It  will  bring  up  to  50,000  fans  to  each  of  65 
home  games  per  season. 

The  viaduct  replacement  cost  will  be  approximately  $27  million.  The 
railroads  are  still  responsible  for  maintaining  the  underpinnings  of  the 
viaduct,  and  they  have  done  a  good  job.    With  fewer  rail  lines  to  separate 
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from  vehicle  traffic,  not  all  of  the  new  viaduct  will  have  to  be  raised  as  high 
as  the  current  structure,  so  the  approach  to  downtown  will  be  more 
welcoming  and  the  tie  between  1-70  and  downtown  will  be  safer. 

This  is  not  a  capacity  improvement.  The  new  structure  is  proposed  to  have 
four  lanes,  including  a  turn  lane,  they  will  be  slightly  wider  and  much  safer. 
The  Broadway  Viaduct  replacement  is  included  in  the  Denver  Regional 
Council  of  Governments  2015  plan  to  improve  transportation  and  air  quality. 
Just  as  completion  of  the  Mousetrap  will  improve  peak  hour  performance  of 
1-25  from  E-F  to  A,  making  Broadway  a  safe  alternative  route  into  downtown 
will  improve  1-70  performance  as  well. 

When  Denver  International  Airport  opens  this  year,  traffic  along  1-70  is 
expected  to  increase  dramatically.  When  there  are  traffic  delays  entering  the 
Mousetrap  from  the  east,  drivers  will  seek  alternate  routes  to  reach 
downtown  Denver,  the  most  likely  of  which  is  Brighton  Boulevard  to  the 
Broadway  Viaduct.  It  is  shorter,  faster,  and  unsafe. 

We  worry  about  the  safety  especially  since  all  of  the  Regional  Transportation 
District's  Platte  River  fleet  crosses  the  Broadway  Viaduct  before  and  after  rush 
hour,  morning  and  night.  This  includes  articulated  buses.  Regional 
Transportation  District's  bus  maintenance  facility  and  garage  complex  is 
north  of  the  Viaduct  with  no  other  direct  access  to  downtown.  Because  the 
buses  cross  the  Broadway  Viaduct  without  passengers  aboard  and  because 
there  is  no  other  route,  we  have  continued  to  allow  their  weight  on  the  span. 
But  safety  is  an  issue. 

Downtown  Denver  has  been  the  beneficiary  of  assistance  from  this  committee 
for  a  number  of  projects  over  the  past  decade.  We  are  very  appreciative  of 
your  help.  The  progress  being  made  is  very  dramatic.  We  have  invested 
approximately  $78  million  in  local  funds  on  transportation  improvements 
during  this  period.  Adding  state,  special  district  and  private  sector 
investment  brings  the  total  to  nearly  $500  million. 

We  are  asking  for  $18.08  million  in  federal  funds  to  complete  the  Broadway 
Viaduct  project.  Denver  has  already  committed  $4.2  million  for  right  of  way 
and  preliminary  engineering.  There  are  no  STP  funds  directly  conunitted  to 
this  project  because  the  demand  for  those  funds  for  highway  projects  is  so 
great.  However,  Denver  has  applied  for  a  portion  of  the  state's  allocation  of 
bridge  funds  for  FY  1995. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  We  hope  the  committee  will  be  able  to  help  us 
with  funding  for  the  Broadway  Viaduct. 
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Broadway 

VIADUCT  REPLACEMENT 


FUNDING  REQUEST 


Presented  by 


DENVER 

THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  DENVER 
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Broadway 

VIADUCT  REPLACEMENT 


FUNDING  REQUEST 


Presented  by 

THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  DENVER 


For  more  information,  contact: 
Mike  Dino 

Assistant  to  the  Mayor 
1437  Bannock  Street,  Room  350 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 
(303)640-2035 

Richard  Brasher 

Deputy  Manager  for  Transportation 

City  and  County  of  Denver 

200  W.  14th  Avenue,  Room  302 

Denver,  Colorado  80204 

(303)640-3942 
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Your  help  is 
needed 


Denver 

has  made 

multimillion 

dollar  investment 

in  Central 

Platte  Valley 


Broadway  Viaduct 
project  objectives 


The  City  and  County  of  Denver  is  requesting  your  support  to  secure  $  18.08 
million  in  funding  to  replace  the  72-ye2kr-old  Broadway  Viaduct.  The 
2,500  foot  long  vietduct  is  structuretlly  eind  functionedly  obsolete.  A  recent 
structural  analysis  of  this  well  traveled  three-lane  bridge  resulted  in  a  suffi- 
ciency rating  of  2.0  out  of  100.  Th/s  is  a  stand  alone  project  The 
entire  project  will  cost  $27.00  million  to  reconstruct,  as  illustrated  in  the 
following  table.  This  includes  a  local  contribution  of  $8.92  million. 


PROJECT  COST 
FedercJ  Portion 
Locd  Match 
Local:  ROW  and  Design 


TOTAL 
$18.08  M 

4.52  M 
4.40  M 


TOTAL 


$27.00  M 


Major  recent  policy  initiatives  for  urban  renewal  have  been  undertziken  by 
the  City  and  County  of  Denver,  and  specifically  the  Mayor's  Office.  In 
February  of  1992  Mayor  Wellington  Webb  announced  the  Downtown  Den- 
ver Agenda.  The  agenda  is  a  comprehensive  work  progreim  for  downtown 
Denver,  pulling  together  a  broad  range  of  public  and  private  sector  initia- 
tives into  one  coordinated  effort. 

This  effort,  driven  by  the  Office  of  the  Mayor,  the  Denver  City  Council,  and 
the  public  sector,  leverages  public  resources  with  those  of  the  private  sector 
to  achieve  community  objectives.  These  include  establishing  the  Coors 
Baseball  Stadium  and  Hitches  Amusement  Park  near  downtown.  The  ef- 
fort has  a  highly  active  participation  from  the  private  sector. 

Transportation  is  a  critical  piece  of  the  Downtown  Denver  Agenda.  To 
date,  a  number  of  transportation  projects  have  been  completed  with  an 
investment  of  $78  million  of  local  funds.  This  represents  approximately 
one-half  the  cost  of  the  improvements.  Denver  is  without  a  doubt  dedi- 
cated to  fulfilling  its  commitment  to  economic  redevelopment,  and  can  be 
greatly  assisted  with  federal  support  to  match  Denver's  efforts. 

•  To  keep  the  current  level  of  access  to  Denver's  Central  Busi- 
ness Distiict  (CBD).  The  Broadway  Viaduct  serves  as  a  primary 
access  to  the  CBD  and  Denver's  hospital  district  cast  of  Broadway. 
It  is  an  important  enb-ance  for  general  traffic  originating  from  the 
northern  half  of  the  metropolitan  area.  In  1991,  the  daily  Denver 
traffic  count  on  Broadway  was  15,400.  Northbound  traffic  exiting 
the  city  in  the  afternoon  rush  hour  peaked  at  1,360.  Morning 
southbound  traffic  peaked  at  1,300.  Bus/truck  traffic  accounted  for 
867  vehicles.  Eliminating  the  downtown  access  from  this  viaduct 
would  create  a  2  1/2  mile,  highly  polluted  detour  each  way. 

*  To  enhance  safety  and  service  to  tiie  traveling  public  by  recon- 
structing an  antiquated  structure  to  meet  modem  design  and  safety 
standards. 
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The  economic 
analysis 


•  7b  promote  the  efficiency  of  bus  transit  service.  In  addition 
to  carrying  patrons  along  Broadway,  the  viaduct  is  a  vital  link  be- 
tween the  Regional  Transportation  District's  (RTD)  maintenance  ga- 
rage on  Ratte  Street  and  the  Market  Street  Station.  Many  local  and 
regiond  bus  lines  originate  or  terminate  at  the  Market  Street  Station 
which  is  also  the  lower  downtown  terminus  of  the  16th  Street  Mall. 

•  To  enhance  air  quality  and  conserve  energy.  Downtown  Den- 
ver experiences  the  worst  air  pollution  in  the  metropolitan  area  be- 
cause of  its  low-lying  position  along  the  South  Platte  River.  Gosing 
the  Broadway  Viaduct  due  to  its  deteriorated  condition  would  cause 
general  traffic  (and  RTD  buses  in  particular)  to  take  longer,  indirect 
routes,  thus  wasting  energy  and  creating  more  air  pollution.  Plus, 
other  corridors  coming  into  the  CBD  would  be  hard  pressed  to  ac- 
commodate the  additional  vehicles  in  the  near-term. 

•  To  encourage  non-motorized  travel  io  the  Coors  Baseball  Sta- 
dium, Hitches  Amusement  Park,  and  downtown.  The  existing  bridge 
has  a  narrow  sidewedk  on  one  side.  A  reconstructed  structure  would 
accommodate  both  sides  to  encourage  p)edestrians'  and  bicyclists' 
use  of  the  facility. 

•  To  preserve  and  enhance  the  economic  vitality  of  the  city, 
county  and  region.  Denver's  CBD  is  the  economic  hub  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  west  and  good  access  in  the  downtown  area  is  essential 
to  matintaining  this  vitality.  The  Broeidway  Viaduct  pareJIels  and 
has  historically  complemented  the  1-25  and  1-70  corridors  in  pro- 
viding access  to  downtown. 

Denver  has  demonstrated  its  commitment  to  maintaining  the  vitality  of  this 
economic  corridor  in  severaJ  ways.  This  includes  providing  better  roadway 
access  to  all  the  urban  renewal  improvements.  A  benefit-cost  ratio  of  12.2 
is  the  expected  economic  rate  of  return  for  the  Broadway  Viaduct  comple- 
tion. 

Although  a  detailed  economic  analysis  has  not  been  performed,  the  fol- 
lowing are  estimates  being  used  as  key  assumptions  for  the  project: 


Value  of  reduced  congestion 
Value  of  energy  conservation 
Value  of  improved  air  quality 


$1,700,000 

600,000 

0.42  reduction 

(no  dollar  value  zissigned) 

Value  of  reduced  vehicle  operating  costs  4,800,000 

Value  of  travel  time  savings  10,300,000 

Value  of  resulting  safety  improvements  100,000 


TOTAL  BENEFITS  per  year 


$17.5  Million 
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What  project 
demonstrates: 


Measurement  of 
objectives: 


A  vital  part  of 
State  TIP 
program 


The  net  present  value  of  benefits  is  estimated  at  $345,000,000.  This  gives 
a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  12.2  for  the  project. 

The  total  project  cost  per  year  is  as  follows: 


Local 

Eedfiml 

Total 

1995 

$5.53  M 

$4.52  M 

$10.05  M 

1996 

1.13  M 

4.52  M 

5.65  M 

1997 

2.26  M 

9.04  M 

11.30  M 

TOTAL 

$8.92  M 

$18.08  M 

$27.00  M 

The  non-federal  share  of  the  project  will  come  from  monies  generated  by 
local  taxes,  railroads,  and  adjacent  property  owners. 


The  urban  renewal  that  was  started  in  the  Central  Platte  Valley  as  a  result  of 
the  Downtown  Denver  Agenda  includes  the  new  Coors  Baseball  Stadium 
and  the  relocation  of  Elitches  Amusement  Park  to  the  vedley.  In  addition, 
Wcirehouses  are  being  converted  into  loft  condominiums.  New  reteul,  res- 
taurant and  gallery  businesses  are  already  established.  This  project  will 
also  continue  the  jobs  that  were  created  by  these  improvements,  thereby 
meiintaining  the  upturn  in  Denver's  economy. 

Better  access  to  these  vital  urban  improvements  was  first  demonstrated  by 
the  redesign  eind  completion  of  the  new  Specr  Bouleveurd  and  15th  Street 
interchanges.  Future  access  will  be  via  the  new  20th  Street  Bus/HOV  Via- 
duct and  the  improved  23rd  Street  Viaduct.  The  Broadway  Viaduct  re- 
placement will  be  the  final  leg  into  the  CBD.  The  Broadway  Viaduct  will 
complement  and  complete  the  urban  renewal  master  plan  set  forth  by  the 
City  and  County  of  Denver. 

•  The  City  of  Denver  closely  monitors  conditions  on  the  major  arteri- 
als  leading  into  downtown.  Denver  will  be  able  to  show  how  main- 
tetining  good  access  to  the  CBD  reduces  congestion. 

•  The  Colorado  Depaurtment  of  HeaJth  maintains  a  continuous  eiir 
quality  monitoring  station  several  blocks  from  the  Broadway  Via- 
duct. Improvements  to  this  viaduct  would  not  adversely  impact  air 
quality;  it  would,  instead,  reduce  travel  time  and  provide  smoother 
traffic  flow  and  higher  operating  speeds  during  peak  hours,  thereby 
reducing  air  degradation. 

This  project  is  incorp)orated  into  the  metropolitein  Denver  transportation 
improvement  program  (TIP).  Since  the  Denver  area  gets  a  limited  amount 
of  funds,  this  project  cou/c/ represent  80  percent  of  the  average  allocation  of 
the  annual  federal  funds.  However,  because  of  the  many  and  diverse  needs 
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throughout  the  metropolitan  area,  it  would  be  a  headship  to  zdlocate  this 
eimount  of  funds  to  one  project,  in  spite  of  how  critical  its  needs  are. 


Base  case  and 

alternatives 

studied 


The  Broadway  Viaduct  is  an  important  transit  hub  for  downtown.  It  origi- 
nally crossed  23  mainline  tracks  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  but  now 
crosses  a  consolidation  of  three.  The  viaduct  bends  northeast  to  become 
Brighton  Boulevard,  which  provides  motorists  access  to  1-70  and  to  the 
light  industries  north  of  downtown  Denver.  Broadway  is  Denver's  main 
north-south  thoroughfare,  and  stretches  from  downtown  south  to  Littleton. 
Brighton  Boulevzird  goes  to  Commerce  City.  The  Broetdway  Vietduct  is 
also  a  direct  link  to  the  Denver  Union  Termineil,  as  well  as  RTD's  Platte 
River  maintenance  facility  and  RTD's  Market  Street  Station  downtown. 

Base  Case 

Since  the  Broadway  Viaduct  currently  crosses  only  three  tracks,  it  could 
be  redesigned  into  a  shorter  roadway.  The  potential  new  design  could 
provide  either  an  overpeiss  or  underpetss-type  of  grade  sepau^tion  at 
these  tracks.  The  shortened  roadway  would  maintain  the  historical 
connections  in  the  valley. 

Alternative  1  -  Leave  it  alone 

It  is  possible  to  leave  the  vieiduct  alone  2md  mztintain  its  inferior  condi- 
tion, or  rehabilitate  it  at  substetntied  cost.  However,  why  rehabilitate  a 
substandard  roadway  that  has  outlived  it's  life?  Denver  would  still  suf- 
fer the  consequences  of  this  inferior  roadway,  which  would  be  counter- 
productive to  providing  access  to  the  revitalized  Central  Platte  Valley 
region. 

Alternative  2  -  Use  other  techniques 

Congestion  and  demand  management  techniques  are  being  consid- 
ered on  a  regional-wide  basis  for  the  Denver  metropolitan  area.  Cor>- 
gestion  pricing  or  other  demand  memagement  techniques  involving 
parking  need  to  be  implemented  on  a  regional-wide  basis.  The  CBD  is 
the  hub  of  the  metropolitan  area  but  economic  activity  is  widely  spread, 
isolating  these  memeigement  techniques  for  the  Broadway  Viaduct  project 
would  represent  an  unjustified  burden  for  the  CBD  and  severely  dis- 
criminate against  businesses  in  Denver.  While  IVHS  programs  are  one 
solution,  they  are  in  the  embryonic  stage  in  the  Denver  area  arul  the 
basic  infrastructure  is  not  in  place  to  allow  successful  implementation  of 
effective  measures. 


Use  of 
private  funds 


Denver  is  actively  pursuing  private  participation  in  funding  this  project 
One  opportunity  could  involve  right-of-way/acquisition.  However,  there  is 
no  public/private  partnership  established  at  this  time. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  BUILDING  •  DENVER,  COLORADO  •  80202 

AREA  CODE  303  640-2721 
640-2720  (VrrDD) 


April  13,  1994 


Mr.  Joseph  Tony  Fortino,  Chairman 
Colorado  Transportation  Commission 
Colorado  Department  of  Transportation 
P.O.  Box  1663 
Pueblo,  Colorado     81002 

Dear  Mr.  Fortino, 

Replacement  of  the  Broadway  Viaduct  is  the  City's  highest  priority  bridge  replacement  project. 
We  are  pursuing  an  aggressive  strategy  to  obtain  Federal  Bridge  Discretionary  funding  by 
proceeding  to  Congress  this  year. 

The  Broadway  Viaduct  provides  primary  access  into  downtown,  including  the  new  Baseball 
Stadium.  It  is  a  key  element  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  and  is  important  to  the  City 
as  well  as  the  metropolitan  area.  This  viaduct  provides  a  vital  connection  for  the  Regional 
Transportation  District's  maintenance  facilities  and  their  bus  garage  area.  The  extremely  low 
sufficiency  rating  (2  out  of  100),  increased  frequency  of  repairs,  severe  load  restrictions  and 
temporary  closures  necessitate  its  immediate  replacement.  Loss  of  this  facility  would 
substantially  degrade  traffic  operations,  lead  to  serious  congestion  on  adjacent  roadways  in 
surrounding  downtown  neighborhoods  and  have  negative  impacts  on  downtown  economic 
activity,  baseball  access  and  air  quality. 

We  request  your  support  of  this  project.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Colorado 
Depanment  of  Transportation  in  the  construction  of  this  critical  facility. 

Yours  truly. 


]AJu^^eys^ 


Wellington  E.  Webb 
Mayor 
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C  aihy  Reynolds      At  Larg» 

T.mothy  Tim"  Sandos     ...  At  Large 

W<IU«m  A. 'BtU*  Scft«it1«r     .    .  Oisirici  1 

T   J.  "T«d*  M»cKwonh  District  2 

Ramon*  Martinez  DIatrtci  3 

Stapnanie  A.  Fool*     Oislrtcl  4 

PoUy  S.  FtobecK        District  5 

MaryOeCrooi  Dimtricl  6 

M««tlngs:  Monday  Evaninga  ai  6:30 
Ciry  and  County  BuOdlng 


CITY  COUNCIL 


^e'^i/  and  ^ountu  of  zl  enoe-y^ 


Davkl  M.  *0«v«*  L>o«rino  .  .  .  Olatrfet  ~ 

Hlawad^a  Oavls.  Jr CMatrtct  1 

O«bora^  L.  Ofla^a      Olatnci  :- 

CslhyOonohu*      Olalnct  10 

Allagra -Happy' Hayn«a    .  .  .  Olalrlesl: 

JacltJ*  Ufnon Oauatar/ 

BOOM  4S1  •  CITY  &  COUNTY  BUILOING 
DENVER  COLORADO  •  80202 
AREA  CODE  1303)  »4OO0l2 
FAX:  MO-2«3e 


April  11,  1994 


Mr.  Joseph  Tony  Fortino,  Chairman 
Colorado  Transportation  Commission 
Colorado  Department  of  Transportation 
P.O.  Box  1663 
Pueblo,  Colorado  81002 

Dear  Mr.  Fortino: 

For  the  City  of  Denver,  and  particularly  the  district  I 
represent  in  the  City  Council,  the  replacement  of  the  North 
Broadway  viaduct  is  a  top  bridge  replacement  priority.  The  City  is 
pursuing  an  aggressive  strategy  to  obtain  Federal  bridge 
discretionary  funding  for  this  project.  The  City  has  made  major 
local  investment  in  infrastructure  on  other  projects  across  the 
Central  Platte  Valley  and  now  request  assistance  on  this  critical 
project. 

The  sufficiency  rating  of  this  viaduct  is  2  out  of  a  possible 
100.  This  is  a  major  access  route  to  downtown  from  1-70  and  it  is 
an  access  route  for  the  new  baseball  stadium  which  will  come  on 
line  in  1995.   We  need  some  help  with  this  project. 

In  addition,  the  residents  of  the  neighborhoods  on  the  east 
side  are  concerned  about  the  North  Broadway  viaduct.  If  the 
viaduct  is  not  soon  replaced,  it  will  have  to  be  closed  and  much  of 
the  traffic  which  now  uses  it  will  be  spilled  onto  their  narrow 
streets.  The  air  quality  impact  would  be  immense  if  this  happened. 
The  economic  loss  to  downtown  would  be  intolerable. 

I  hope  you  will  do  all  you  can  to  help  Colorado  and  Denver 
obtain  funding  for  this  vital  project. 


Sincerely, 


Deborah  L.  Ortega 
City  Councilwoman 
District  9 
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Itogioiial  TrMwportation  District 


Board  of  Mractora 

Chalnnan  •  Kenneth  N  Holart),  District  O 
First  Vice  Chairman  ■  Robert  Tonsmg.  District  H 
Second  Vice  Chainnan  -  Edie  Bryan.  Dislnct  D 
Secretary  -  Loren  Sloane.  District  G 
Treasurer    Landn  Taylor.  Distnct  B 


1600  Blake  Street 

Denver,  Colorado  80202-1399 

303/299-2002 


Philip  Anderson,  Distnct  A 
Karen  Benker,  Distnct  M 
Ben  Klein,  Distnct  C 
Debbie  Lynch,  Distnct  F 
Stephen  C  Millard,  District  N 


^iP 


Kevin  Sampson,  Distnct  J 
Tom  Spooner,  District  L 
George  Stumpf,  Distnct  K 
Russ  Tarvin,  Distnct  E 
William  C  Womack,  Distnct  I 


April  13,  1994 

The  Honorable  Wellington  Webb 
Mayor,  City  of  Denver 
Room  350,  City  and  County  Building 
Denver,  CO  80202 

Dear  Mayor  Webb: 

On  behalf  of  the  RTD  Board  of  Directors,  I  want  to  express  our  support  of  your 
application  for  bridge  replacement  funds  for  the  North  Broadway  viaduct.  This 
bridge  has  such  a  low  sufficiency  rate  (2),  that  our  buses  may  soon  be 
prohibited  from  using  it.  This  would  make  it  difficult  for  us  to  adequately 
access  our  maintenance  facility,  while  burdening  other  neighborhoods  with 
detoured  buses. 

We  are  pleased  to  be  able  to  offer  our  support  for  this  important  project. 

Sincerely, 


KNH:jal 


An  Equal  Opportunity '  Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

4201  East  Arkansas  Avenue 
Denver.  Colorado  80222 
(303)757-9011 


^^DOT^ 


April  12,  1994 

Honorable  Wellington  Webb 
Mayor,  City  &  County  of  Denver 
City  &  County  Building,  Room  350 
1437  Bannock  St. 
Denver,  CO   80202 

Dear  Mayor  Webb: 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Transportation  supports  the  request  of  the  City  and  County  of  Denver  for 
discretionary  bridge  replacement  funds  as  provided  for  by  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  The  proposed  project  will  involve  replacement  of  the  North  Broadway 
Viaduct,  from  Market  Street  to  29th  Avenue.  This  project  is  on  a  roadway  functionally  classified  as  a 
principal  arterial.  The  structure  is  included  on  the  select  list,  and  therefore  is  eligible  for  rehabilitation 
and/or  replacement.   The  project  is  located  with  the  Denver  Urban  area. 

The  Sufficiency  Rating  (SR)  for  the  Viaduct  is  2.0  on  a  scale  of  100.  This  SR  was  verified  by  a 
recent  field  inspection  in  the  latter  half  of  1990.  The  inspection  was  conducted  in  conformity  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  National  Bridge  Inspection  Standards  (NBIS). 

The  replacement  structure  will  be  constructed  in  the  same  general  traffic  corridor  as  the  existing 
viaduct.  The  replacement  will  satisfy  current  geometric,  construction,  and  structural  standards  for  the 
types  and  volume  of  projected  traffic  on  the  viaduct  over  its  design  life.  The  stmcture  will  serve  as  a 
connector  between  Interstate  70  and  the  Denver  Central  Business  District. 

The  project  was  developed  from  the  planning  process  pursuant  to  23  U.S.C.  134  and  is  included  in  the 
annual  element  of  the  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  for  the  area.   The  Department  is  an  integral 
player  in  the  development  of  this  project.  The  present  structure  is  a  narrow  thru  lane  roadway  which 
is  not  consistent  with  the  improvements  being  constructed  at  the  present  lime. 

Accordingly,  the  Department  considers  this  replacement  a  priority  replacement  project  for  discretionary 
bridge  funds.  Therefore,  we  commend  this  project  to  you  for  your  evaluation  and  urge  your  favorable 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 


GUILLERMO  V.  VIDAL 
Executive  Director 
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2480  W  26th  Avenue  Suite  200-B 

Denver,  Colorado  80211-5580 

_  n         •  I   ^  -1       »  ^  V.  (303)  455-1000    FAX  (303)  480-6790 

Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  Accessible  vio  rtd  Route  28 

Serving  Local  Governments  and  the  Region  Since  1955 


April  11.  1994 


The  Honorable  Wellington  Webb 
Mayor,  City  &  County  of  Denver 
City  &  County  Building 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Dear  Mayor  Webb: 

The  North  Broadway  viaduct  in  the  City  &  County  of  Denver  serves  as  a  major  access  point  to 
the  Denver  Central  Business  District  (CBD).  The  use  of  this  facility  as  an  access  point  to  the 
CBD  is  expected  to  further  intensify  with  the  opening  of  Coors  Field  in  1 995.  With  its  current 
sufficiency  rating  of  two  out  of  100,  it  is  appropriate  that  this  facility  be  replaced  in  the  near 
future. 

North  Broadway,  including  this  viaduct,  is  shown  as  part  of  the  metropolitan  transportation 
system  included  in  our  2015  Interim  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  This  plan  was  developed 
and  adopted  in  1 993  in  response  to  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA)  requirements. 

The  City  and  County  of  Denver's  request  for  federal  discretionary  funds  to  reconstruct  this 
viaduct  will  be  included  as  a  discretionary  fund  project  in  the  draft  of  the  1 995-2000 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  for  the  region.  This  TIP  currently  under 
preparation  is  expected  to  be  acted  upon  in  early  fall  following  conformity  analyses  pursuant  to 
the  Clean  Air  Act  amendments  of  1990. 

Sincerely, 


bbert  D.  Farley 
Executive  Director 

/sg 


Board  Offlcen  ExacuUvs  CommlttM 

Dennis  S  Reynolds.  ChairiTMn  Roland  E  Cole.  Chaimian  Wayne  Gaston  Dennis  S.  Reynolds 

Roland  E  Cole,  Vice  Chaimian  Margaret  W  Carpenter,  Vice  Chaimian  Jeannie  Jolly  Robert  Saliaguchi 

Betty  J  Miller,  Secretary-Treasurer  GuillonnoA.  DeHerrera  Betty  J  Miller  Ronald  K.  Stewart 

D.L -Don- Parsons,  Immediate  Past  Chairman  A.  Edwin  Feist  DL  ■Don"  Parsons  Wellington  E  Wet* 
Robert  D.  Farley.  Executive  Director 
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Denver  Metropolitan  Major  League 
Baseball  Stadium  District 


John  S.  Lehigh 
Exeeutire  Dinclor 


April  11,  1994 


The  Honorable  Wellington  E.  Webb 
City  &  County  Bldg.,  Room  350 
Denver,  CO  80202 

Dear  Mayor  Webb: 

On  behalf  of  the  Denver  Metropolitan  Major  League  Baseball  Stadium  District,  I  want  to  express 
our  support  for  your  efforts  to  secure  adequate  federal  participation  in  the  funding  for  the 
replacement  of  the  Broadway  Viaduct. 

In  April  of  next  year,  the  national  spotlight  will  turn  to  Coors  Field  when  it  opens  as  the  new 
home  of  the  Colorado  Rockies.  As  you  know,  this  new  ballpark  is  destined  to  become  one  of 
the  classic  new  parks  in  Major  League  Baseball  and  the  venue  in  which  Rockies  fans  will 
continue  to  lead  the  National  League  in  attendance. 

Because  the  current  Broadway  Viaduct  crosses  land  owned  by  the  Stadium  District,  we  have 
viewed  firsthand  its  continued  deterioration.  If  the  Broadway  Viaduct  is  to  continue  to  serve  as 
a  major  regional  traffic  corridor  into  Denver,  a  new  structure  must  be  erected.  We  therefore 
support  your  request  that  the  Congress  provide  priority  funding  for  this  project. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to  lend  our  support  to  your  request  for  federal 
funding. 

Sincerely, 


i^ohn  S. 


John  S.  Lehigh 
Executive  Director 


U60  17th  SinH.  Suite  MO,  Denver  CO  80202 
(M>3)S2S-OM    Fax  (JOi)  S2S-im 
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April    11.    1994 


The  Honorable  Wellington  E.  Webb 

Office  of  the  Mayor 

City  and  County  of  Denver 

City  and  County  Building 

Room  350 

Denver,  CO     80202 


Dear  Mayor  Webb: 

This  letter  is  in  support  of  the  City  of  Denver's  effort  to  obtain  federal 
funding  for  replacement  of  the  North  Broadway  Viaduct.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  City  is  requesting  federal  assistance  for  what  is 
considered  to  be  its  highest  priority  transportation  project. 

The  North  Broadway  Viaduct  provides  primary  access  from  1-70  into 
Downtown  via  Brighton  Boulevard.  Access  now  is  hindered  by  the  viaduct's 
current  condition  forcing  frequent  closures  and  severe  load  restrictions. 
Replacement  of  this  primary  regional  access  route  is  important  to  Downtown 
in  terms  of  commuter  vehicle  access,  mass  transit  buses,  air  quality, 
economic  activity  and  metropolitan  access  to  the  new  baseball  stadium. 

The  Downtown  Denver  Partnership,  Inc.  is  Denver's  business  leadership 
organization  representing  more  than  350  members  who  have  broad 
Downtown  business  interests. 

The  Partnership  stands  ready  to  assist  the  City  with  efforts  to  secure  funds 
for  this  critical  project.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Gail  H.  Klapper 

Chair 

Downtown  Denver  Partnership,  Inc. 


IXI\\\Tl)\\\  DtWU  rWSERSIIir  ISC 


ftniWOBTi  Ornver.  Im  Dtnver  Cmc  Vinlum.  Inc  Downlawn  Dfnvrr  Evenis 

5IISuaeemkSlreei.Smle200    Demer.  Cohradn 80202  4250  303-5M-6I6I  FAX miU-2803 
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April  8, 1994 

GREATER 
DENVER 

CHAMBER  OF  The  Honorable  Wellington  Webb 

COMMERCE  Mayor  of  the  City  and  County  of  Denver 

City  and  County  Building,  Room  350 

1437  Bannock  Street 

Denver,  CO  80202 


Dear  Mayor  Webb: 


The  Denver  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  committed  to  the 
development,  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  an  efficient  metropolitan 
transportation  system.    Ensuring  the  economic  vitality  of  the  Downtown  is 
a  priority  for  this  organization.   Replacement  of  the  North  Broadway 
viaduct  is  crucial  to  the  maintenance  and  growth  of  the  downtov^i  as  the 
financial,  cultural  and  entertainment  center  of  the  six  county  region. 

The  Chamber  supports  the  City  and  County  of  Denver's  efforts  to  secure 
federal  funding  for  this  project.    Its  completion  provides  easier  commuter 
The  chjmber  Building      ^"*^  mass  transit  access,  improves  the  central  core's  air  quality  by  enhancing 
144  5  Market  Strcirt        traffic  flows  and  gives  easier  access  to  Coors  Field,  the  major  league  baseball 
Denver,  Colorado         park  located  in  lower  Downtown. 

80202-I729 

FAX  5  34  3200  jj^g  Dcnvcr  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  comprised  of  over  3,500 

member  companies  representing  a  cross  section  of  business  throughout  the 
six  county  region.  Our  membership  places  a  high  priority  on  investments 
in  public  infrastructure  throughout  the  metro  cirea  as  a  means  of 
strengthening  our  economy. 

We  support  your  efforts  to  obtain  the  necessary  funding  commitments  for 
the  North  Broadway  viaduct  project. 


(3031  .534-8500 


Jonn  Lay 
President 
Denver  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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Mr.  Carr.  And,  Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  All  right,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
LAFAYETTE  RAILROAD  RELOCATION  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  JOHN  T.  MYERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  INDIANA 

JAMES  F.  RIEHLE,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  LAFAYETTE,  IN 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  from  the  Appro- 
priations Committee,  Congressman  John  Myers  of  Indiana.  Your 
statement  will  be  put  in  the  record  and  we  would  ask  that  you 
summarize  your  request. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  the  invitation  for 
our  group  to  be  back  with  you  once  again. 

Mr.  Wolf,  I  know  why  you  asked  the  question  a  moment  ago 
about  authorization  from  the  previous  meeting  we  had  with  our 
chairman. 

This  project  is  not  new  to  this  committee  that  we  are  here  today 
to  testify  on,  and  the  experts  are  here.  The  Mayor  of  Lafayette, 
Mayor  Jim  Riehle,  who  has  been  the  ramrod  behind  this  and  his 
capable  right  hand,  Ms.  Solberg,  who  has  run  the  project,  are  both 
here  and  can  answer  the  questions  better  than  I. 

But  several  others  have  mentioned  that  we  hope  you  have  the 
opportunity  when  they  cut  the  ribbon  and  the  first  train  goes  down 
along  the  river  on  the  new  relocation  that  all  of  you  will  be  able 
to  be  there  and  be  on  that  train  that  goes  through  the  first  time. 
I  hope  you  will  invite  me,  too,  wherever  I  may  be. 

But  they  are  the  people,  and  I  have  visited  it  just  yesterday — 
in  fact,  since  you  have — and  it  is  on  schedule.  So  it  is  a  very  worth- 
while— it  has  cost  a  lot  of  money  but  anything  worthwhile  does. 
But  they  certainly  are  appreciative  of  the  efforts  of  this  Committee 
and  the  support  this  committee  has  given. 

So  at  this  time  the  experts. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mayor,  welcome. 

Mr.  Riehle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  Jim  Riehle,  Mayor  of  Lafayette,  Indiana,  and  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  present  testimony,  and  I  thank  the  committee 
also  for  the  past  support  and  funding  they  have  given  to  Lafayette 
Railroad  Relocation. 

Construction  is  completed  on  four  of  the  five  segments  compris- 
ing Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation,  and  construction  will  start  on 
the  fifth  and  final  phase  this  year. 

Congressman  Myers,  as  you  know,  has  been  very  supportive  and 
influential  in  helping  the  city  move  this  project  forward.  This 
project  was  originally  authorized  at  section  163  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1973  as  amended  and  was  included  in  ISTEA  sec- 
tion 1037  for  the  first  three  years. 
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Last  month,  we  testified  before  the  House  Surface  Transpor- 
tation Subcommittee  in  support  of  extending  that  authorization 
through  fiscal  year  1997. 

I  come  before  you  today  to  request  fiscal  year  1995  funding  for 
$12.6  million  to  advance  the  fifth  and  final  stage  of  the  project.  If 
there  would  happen  to  be  $25.2  million  around,  we  could  obligate 
all  these  funds  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  complete  this  project. 

Forty-two  grade  crossings  will  be  eliminated  by  the  Lafayette 
Railroad  Relocation  and,  if  you  would  look  at  the  brochure  on  Ex- 
hibit C  for  an  overview,  the  city  is  consolidating  the  Norfolk  and 
Southern  and  the  CSX  transportation  track  shown  in  gold  into  a 
single  new  core,  shown  in  red. 

We  have  35,000  students  attending  Purdue  University  across  the 
river  in  West  Lafayette,  significant  industrial  expansion  occurring 
east  and  south  of  Lafayette,  yet  the  vehicular  conflict  with  trains 
is  rapidly  accelerating.  Ambulance  vehicles,  police  and  fire  vehicles, 
our  public  transit  bus  routes  and  approximately  13,000  vehicles  are 
stopped  daily  by  the  trains.  We  have  12  to  16  accidents  annually. 

Their  present  track  location  also  depresses  the  economic  poten- 
tial of  a  large  portion  of  central  city  and  impedes  the  flow  of  inter- 
state travel. 

The  first  photograph  in  Exhibit  A — and  we  have  an  enlarged 
photo  here  for  you,  as  Ms.  Solberg  will  explain — shows  how  far  we 
have  come  with  this  project  that  began  25  years  ago.  Construction 
is  completed  on  the  first  three  segments  and  65  percent  complete 
on  the  fourth  segment  of  railroad  relocation. 

If  you  will  notice  the  two  new  State  Road  26  Wabash  River 
bridges  across  the  Wabash  River  in  the  distance  and  the  9th  Street 
underpass,  segment  three  in  the  foreground.  The  red  line  shows 
the  new  CSX  rail  alignment  which  will  be  completed  this  summer. 

The  next  photo,  taken  in  1992,  shows  the  new  bridges,  the  new 
forward  depot  and  the  new  depot  relocation  which  will  become  an 
intermodal  multi-use  facility  after  the  depot  is  moved  this  year. 
The  CSX  tracks  currently  go  along  14  blocks  of  our  central  thor- 
oughfare, and  after  more  than  140  years  the  city  will  reclaim  that 
street  when  the  CSX  tracks  are  moved,  we  anticipate,  this  July. 

An  estimated  two-thirds  of  the  project  benefits  will  be  realized 
when  the  final  segment  is  completed.  You  can  see  on  the  map  here 
of  the  42  grade  crossings  eliminated  by  the  railroad  relocation 
project  24  of  the  most  dangerous  ones  are  included  in  the  fifth  and 
final  stage,  that  being  the  relocation  of  the  Norfolk  Southern  dou- 
ble track  as  it  moves  through  the  city. 

All  available  unappropriated  funds  will  be  used  in  fall  when  con- 
struction begins  on  the  first  contract  for  the  fifth  and  final  stage. 
Our  $12.6  million  request  would  facilitate  bridge  construction  and 
bring  the  final  goal  much  closer. 

We  have  overwhelming  public  support  for  the  project,  and  we 
have  had  bipartisan  political  support  at  the  local.  State  and  na- 
tional level.  Two  Indiana  governors,  both  of  opposite  political  par- 
ties, have  approved  10  State  grants  in  the  last  decade.  The  co- 
operation of  the  railroads  have  been  outstanding,  and  they  are  in 
the  process  of  donating  approximately  20  acres  of  land  in  the 
central  city  to  the  project. 
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Lafayette  City  Council  unanimously  approved  the  bonding  pro- 
gram which  will  provide  the  city's  nonFederal  share  this  year.  The 
project  also  has  the  support  of  the  Mayor  of  West  Lafayette  and  the 
county  commissioners  as  well  as  neighborhood,  environmental, 
business  and  labor  groups. 

The  city  has  carried  out  the  intent  of  Congress,  we  believe,  when 
they  established  the  railroad  relocation  program  in  1973.  Substan- 
tial investment  has  already  been  made  in  the  project.  If  you  stop 
it  now,  we  do  not  believe  that  would  be  a  prudent  thing  to  do. 

Because  of  critical  safety,  the  infrastructure,  the  economic  revi- 
talization  needs,  the  strong  public  support  and  the  proven  record 
that  we  have  of  accomplishment,  I  respectfully  request  funding  for 
fiscal  year  1995  and  for  the  fifth  and  final  stage  be  approved. 

We  have  the  economic  criteria  available.  Mr.  Davis,  in  conversa- 
tion with  him,  suggested  we  bring  it  along  today.  It  is  a  revised 
version  of  what  we  submitted  last  year,  but  I  would  be  pleased  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Riehle  follows:] 

[Clerk's  note.— The  letters  referred  to  in  Exhibit  B  and  a  docu- 
ment outlining  the  construction  segments  (Exhibit  C)  are  retained 
in  the  Subcommittee's  files.] 
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TESTIMONY  SUBMnTED  TO 

THE  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBCOMMnTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

of  titt 

COMMTITEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


April  26, 1994 


by 

Mas^or  James  F.  Riehle 
City  of  Lafayette,  Indiana 


Summary  :  The  City  of  Lafayette  is  requesting  $12,6  million  in  FY  '95  to 
advance  the  fifth  and  final  segment  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation 
Project.  An  estimated  two-thirds  of  the  project  benefits  are  realized  with 
completion  of  the  last  segment  which  eUminates  the  final  24  at-grade  rail 
crossings  bringing  the  project  total  to  42.  Previous  funding  has  been  provided 
under  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1973,  Section  163  as  amended  (Section 
1037  of  ISTEA).  Design  approval  was  received  in  1981.  Of  the  five  indepen- 
dently usable  segments,  the  first,  second,  and  third  are  done;  construction  on 
the  fourth  (CSX  Relocation)  is  65%  complete  and  will  be  done  in  1995;  and 
construction  will  begin  this  fall  on  the  first  contract  of  the  fifth  and  final 
segment  (Norfolk  Southern  Relocation).  The  Lafayette  City  Council  recently 
gave  unanimous  approval  to  the  bonding  program  for  the  City's  non-federal 
share  and  the  State  of  Indiana  supports  the  project. 
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I  am  Jim  Riehle,  Mayor  of  Lafayette,  Indiana,  and  I  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  testimony.  First,  I  would  like  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  past  funding.  Construction  is  completed 
or  under  way  on  four  of  the  five  segments  comprising  the  Lafayette  Railroad 
Relocation  Project,  and  construction  will  begin  this  fall  on  the  fifth  and  fined 
segment  as  presented  on  page  four  of  my  written  testimony.   Congressman  John 
Myers  has  worked  closely  with  the  City  in  reaching  these  milestones. 

This  vital  infi-astructure  project  was  originally  authorized  under  Section 
163  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1973  (as  amended)  and  was  included  in 
ISTEA  (Sec.  1037)  for  the  first  three  years.  Last  month  we  testified  before  the 
House  Siuface  Transportation  Subcommittee  in  support  of  extending  that 
authorization  through  FY  '97.  I  come  before  you  today  to  request  FY  '95  funding 
of  $12.6  million  to  advance  the  fifth  and  final  segment  of  the  project.  (If  you 
happen  to  have  an  additional  $25.2  million,  we  could  obUgate  all  of  those  funds  in 
FY  '95  and  completely  finish  this  project.) 

Forty-two  grade  crossings  will  be  eliminated  by  Lafayette  Railroad 
Relocation.  Please  open  the  brochure  (bound  into  the  back  of  the  testimony  as 
Exhibit  C)  for  an  overview.  The  City  is  consohdating  the  Norfolk  Southern  and  CSX 
Transportation  tracks,  shown  in  gold,  into  a  single  new  corridor,  shown  in  red. 
With  35,000  students  attending  Purdue  University  across  the  Wabash  River  in  West 
Lafayette  and  significant  industrial  expansion  occurring  east  and  south  of 
Lafayette,  the  vehicular  conflict  with  trains  is  rapidly  acceler-ating.   Ambulances, 
fire  and  poUce  vehicles,  9  of  14  bus  routes,  and  approximately  13,000  vehicles  are 
stopped  daily  by  trains.  There  are  12  to  16  accidents  annually.  The  present  track 
location  also  depresses  the  economic  potential  of  large  portions  of  the  central  dty 
and  impedes  the  flow  of  interstate  rail  commerce. 
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The  first  photograph  in  Exhibit  A  shows  you  how  far  we  have  come  since 
this  project  began  twenty-five  years  ago.  Construction  is  done  on  the  first  three 
segments  and  sixty-five  percent  complete  on  the  fourth.  Notice  the  two  new 
State  Road  26  Wabash  River  Bridges  (Segment  #2)  in  the  distance  and  the  Ninth 
Street  Underpass  (Segment  #3)  in  the  foreground.  The  red  line  shows  the  new 
CSX  rail  alignment  that  ¥nll  be  completed  this  summer. 

The  next  photo  taken  in  1992  shows  the  new  bridges,  the  Big  Four  Depot, 
and  the  new  depot  location  which  will  become  an  intermodal,  multi-use  facility 
after  the  Depot  is  moved  this  year.  Enhancement  fimds  are  also  being  used  in 
this  contract.  CSX  tracks  currently  go  along  14  blocks  of  a  central  dty 
thoroughfare  (as  shown  on  the  back  cover  of  the  project  brochure).  After  more 
than  140  years,  the  City  will  reclaim  the  street  when  CSX  trains  are  soon 
relocated  in  July. 

But  an  estimated  two-thirds  of  the  project  benefits  are  realized  only  when 
the  final  segment  is  completed  as  you  can  see  on  the  last  page  of  Exhibit  A.  Of 
the  42  grade  crossings  eliminated  by  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation,  24  of  the 
most  hazardous  are  not  closed  until  the  Norfolk  Southern  double  track  is 
relocated.  All  available  unappropriated  fimds  will  be  used  this  fall  when 
construction  begins  on  the  first  contract  for  the  fiftii  and  final  segment.  The 
$12.6  miUion  request  would  facilitate  bridge  construction  and  bring  the  final 
goal  much  closer. 

Overwhelming  public  support  has  lead  to  intense  bi-partisan  poUtical 
efibrts  at  the  local,  state,  and  federal  level.  Indiana  governors  of  both  political 
parties  have  approved  ten  state  grants  in  the  last  decade.  Railroad  cooperation 
has  been  outstanding.  They  are  in  the  process  of  donating  more  than  twenty  acres 
of  central  dty  land.  The  Lafayette  City  Council  iinanimously  approved  the 
bonding  program  which  will  provide  the  City's  non-federal  share.  The  project 
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also  has  the  continuing  support  of  the  Mayor  of  West  Lafayette  and  the  county 
commissioners,  as  well  as  neighborhood,  environmental,  business  and  labor 
groups  (see  letters  in  Exhibit  B). 

The  City  has  carried  out  the  intent  of  Congress  when  it  estabUshed  the 
Railroad  Relocation  Program.  To  stop  just  short  of  completion  wotdd  waste  the 
large  investment  already  made  and  would  deal  a  severe  blow  to  pubUc 
confidence  in  government.   Because  of  critical  safety,  infi-astructure,  and 
economic  revitaHzation  needs;  strong  public  support;  and  a  proven  record  of 
accomplishment;  I  respectfully  request  that  you  provide  FY  '95  funding  for  the 
fifth  and  final  segment  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project. 

Thank  you. 
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Exhibit  A:    PHOTOS  AND  NEWS  ARTICLES 


>    Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project  Construction,  Lafayette,  Indiana, 
March  1994,  (Courtesy  of  PSI  Energy). 


>    Completed  State  Road  26  Bridges  and  Segment  #4  Construction  Plans, 
Lafayette,  Indiana,  September,  1992  (Courtesy  of  PSI  Energy). 


>  "Progress  Goes  Under  the  Railroad,"  Lafayette  Leader,  July  2,  1993,  and 
"Track's  Open  Over  Ninth  Street,"  Lafayette  Leader,  October  1, 
1992. 


>  "No  One  Mourns  5th  Street  Tracks  -  Groundbreaking  Will  Live  in  the 
History  Books,"  Lafayette  Journal  and  Courier,  August  15,  1992. 


>   "Train-Car  Crash  on  Union  Injures  Passenger,"  Lafayette  Journal  and 
Courier,  December  12, 1993. 


>  24  Crossings  Eliminated  with  Norfolk  Southern  Relocation  (fifth  and 
final  segment  of  the  Lafayette  Railroad  Relocation  Project). 
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THE  LAFAYETTE  LEADER 


Progress  goes  under  the  railroad 


As  Phase  Three  of  railroad  reloca- 
tion progress  draws  to  a  close,  traffic 
on  NinUi  Street  began  flowing  un- 
der the  railroad  bridge  and  throuc^ 
the  new  underpass  mis  week. 

Mean  while,  the  beginning  ofPhase 
Four  closed  access  to  Canal  Road 


from  Harrison  Bridge.  Motorists  tiy- 
ing  to  reach  businesses  on  Canal 
Road  should  use  the  newly  opened 
Ninth  Street  as  a  detour. 

Estimates  are  that  it  will  be  next 
summer  before  trafBc  will  head  north 
on  Canal  Roadfirom  Harrison  Bridge. 


THE  LAFAYETTE  LEADER 


LOCAL 


October  1,  1992 


Track's  open  over  Ninth  Street 


The  train  tracks  that 
run  along  Canal  Road 
have  been  serving  the 
community  since  the 
1850s. 

Last  week,  those  old 
rails  were  retired,  and 
now  trains  are  running  on 
new  tracks  constructed  as 
part  of  the  Ninth  Street 
Underpass  segment  of  the 
Lafayette  Railroad  Relo- 
cation project 

The  next  step  for 
Walsh  Construction  Com- 
pany of  Illinois,  the  prime 
contractor  for  this  seg- 
ment of  railroad  reloca- 
tion, is  to  remove  the  old 
rail  lines  and  complete 
the  excavation  for  the 
Ninth  Street  vehicle 
underpass.  Ninth  Street 
is  expected  to  open  to  traf- 
fic next  spring. 


May  Jo  Caray/LiiayMM  LMdw 
The  AMTRAK  "Cardinal"  became  the  firtt  regularly  tcheduled  train  to 
officially  to  ute  the  new  CSX  railroad  bridge.  Ninth  Street  will  pan 
wider  the  tracks. 


798 


"  ^-  'i^r- 1-  y'tJM/vicH 


^utitni.  v^Auvuinj 


-fS^f% 


No  one  mourns  5th  Street  tracks 


By  JOHN  NORBCnO 

JotvnM  wA  CowMr 

Federal,  state,  county,  city  and  CSX 
railroad  ofTidalB  joined  with  Lafayette- 
area  residents  at  the  foot  of  the  Harr- 
ifion  Bridge  on  Friday  for  the  groundb- 
reaking for  the  foiuth  stage  of  the 
Railroad  Relocation  Project 

When  it  is  completed,  the  CSX  Rail- 
road will  be  gone  from  Fifth  Street  for 
the  first  time  since  the  1840s. 

Forty  guests  sat  on  a  flatbed  railroad 
car  putl«d  by  a  yellow,  gray  and  blue 
CSX  engine  with  a  caboose  behind. 
Patriotic  bunting  drapped  the  flatbed, 
and  several  hundred  people  applauded 
and  blew  wooden  whistles. 

Young  and  old  were  on  hand: 

•  "This  is  reaUy  nice."  said  Bertie 
LsGuire.  14.  of  601  Madison  St.  "We 
won't  have  traffic  stopped  by  trains." 

•  T  just  love  this,  it's  wonderfiil." 
said  Ofuil  Bingham.  75.  of  102  Cam- 
bridge Estates,  "^y  sister  and  I  were 
bom  and  practically  raised  along  the 
railroad  tracks.  A  lot  of  people  have 
been  stopped  by  these  trains.  You 
know,  our  bosros  practically  didn't 
want  to  take  us'  because  of  railroad 
delays  on  the  way  to  work. 

A.  Crane  Jones  Jr..  a  retired  vice 
president  with  CSX,  said  trains  passing 
throtigh  Lafayette  cross  traflic  at  42 
locations  and  run  along  14  blocks  of 


Fifth  Street 

"It  took  an  awful  lot  of  patience  with 
our  railroads  to  put  up  with  this  for  so 
many  years,*  be  said. 

He  said  the  Lafayette  community 
was  different  than  others  with  similar 
problems. 

Tou  didn't  just  talk  about  it,  you  set 
about  doing  something  about  it,'  he 
said,  "^ayor  (Jim)  Riehle  has  been  a 
tremendous  leader  and  guider." 

Among  those  joining  Jones  and 
Riehle  at  the  ceremonies  were  Rep- 
John  Myers,  R-lnd..  and  Sen.  Dan 
Coats.  R-Ind. 

Coata  credited  Myere'  work  on  the 
project  at  the  federal  level. 

"This  project  wouldn't  have  succeeded 
without  John  shepherding  this  through 
Congress,'  Coats  said- 
Some  of  thoee  at  the  ceremony  Fri- 
day have  followed  the  project  for  more 
than  20  years,  such  as  Richard  Cris- 
afulli  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Adminia- 
tration  in  Washington,  D.C. 

CrisafiilU  said  Lafayette  was  one  of 
18  cities  named  demonstration  railroad 
relocation  projects.  Some  of  the  smaller 
ones  are  Dnished,  he  said.  Others  are 
not  as  far  along  as  Lafayette. 

•^ther  cities  have  not  had  the 
momentum  and  succeeded  as  Lafayette 
has,'  he  said.  It's  a  combination  here 


By  Tom  CanwMfJownM  and  Cownw 

CSX  railroad  •nglrwar  Davt  Randolpti  may  hava  had  ttia  bast  aaat  for 
Frtday'a  raloc«tk>n  caramony.  hakJ  on  ttw  Fifth  Straat  traeka  batwaan  Salam 
and  Union  atraats. 

of  8  very  competent  city  administTBtion,        There  are  accidents,  serious  injuries 

Safety  will  win  out  when  .11  the  work    "^  '~'*   "«   "'''■   '^'   """mw 
is  done,  Riehle  uid  purpoec  of  the  project  is  tafety" 


Groundbreaking  will  live  in  the  history  books 


By  BOB  KRIEBEL 

Jow^  vdCeuta' 

Historic  momenta  in  Lafay* 
ette  railroading  are  rare.  But 
Friday's  groundbreaking  for 
the  next  part  of  the  city's  vast 
Railroad  Relocation  Project 
was  one  of  'em. 

Put  It  in  the  books! 

The  railroads  came  to  La- 
fayette by  wagonloads  and 
steamboBtloads  and  canal- 
boatloads  beginning  in  1849. 
and  with  the  sweat  of  laboring 
men  with  shovels  and  picka 
and  axes,  and  grunting  teams 


of  horses. 

The  men  and  the  horses  and 
their  primitive  implements, 
with  a  minimum  of  steam- 
powered  machinery,  graded  the 
routes  and  sawed  and  laid  the 
crossties  and  built  and  tim- 
bered trestles  and  spiked  in 
the  rails  and  (it  the  wheels  of 
newly  arrived  can  and  engines 
to  them. 

Most  of  the  original  rails 
came  from  foundries  in  Wales, 
reaching  Lafayette  by  Atlantic 
freighter,  the  Erie  and  the 
Wabash  &  Erie  canala.  The 
rolling  stock  came  mostly  from 


eastern  VS.  factories,  arriving 
by  steamboat  and  canal  boat 
Tne  crossties  were  cut  from 
fore#ta  along  the  route,  with 
preference  given  the  harder 
oak  and  ash  logs. 

One  of  the  great  ironies  in 
local  transportation  history  is 
that  the  slow-paced,  mule- 
plodding  Wabash  &  Erie  Canal 
brought  to  Lafayette  the  rails 
and  machines  that  killed  it  as 
sn  important  transportation 
vehicle.  Trains  were  far  faster, 
even  at  their  inaugural  20- 
mile-an-nour  gait  than  the 
sleepwalking  canal  boats. 


The  railroad  from  Lafayette 
to  Indianaixilis  opened  in 
December  1662.  The  tracks  to 
Crawfordaville  opened  in  Feb- 
ruary 1863. 

Shortly  these  lines  were  ex- 
tended north  and  northwest  to 
Michigan  City,  Lake  Michigan 
and  Chica^.  Later  in  the 
lS60s,  rail  lines  leading 
northeast  to  Detroit  ana 
southwest  to  St  Louis  opened. 

Ever  since,  theae  railroads, 
under  a  variety  of  chancing 
company  names  —  New  York 
Central,  Cl&L,  Monon.  Wab- 
aah.  Norfolk  k  Western,  and 


many  more  —  have  served 
Greater  Lafayette's  freight  and 
passenger  neefls  exactly  where 
they  were  (Ixed  in  the  ground 
in  the  "olden  days.' 

Phase  4  of  Railroad  Reloca- 
tion, will,  in  due  time,  change 
all  that 

All  the  old  tracks,  familiar  to 
generations  of  local  residents, 
will  be  grouped  along  a  new 
route  just  east  of  the  Wabash 
River,  separated  from  motor 
vehicle  tralTic  entirely. 

That  will  be  another  historic 
day. 


799 


=  =-5 


;2e 


_-S  £ 


^t. 


t3    4»    « 

g5" 


S  E  ^ 


a  a. 5 

— -=  3  So  5 
»        =  J  »  *  E 

"*":§£:  c  - 
i£  c  £•£>  S 

s  ^  °  a  .  »<2 

OS      S  -     32 


3 
O 

u 

« 
a 

E 

3 
O 


I 


iOQ 


800 


c  c 


">       Mm       _ 


o 
•o 

E 

o 
U 


o  2 
:3  CO 


an 

.S 

4> 

M 

00 

g 

U 

E 

OQ 

1 

a 

T3 

o 

u 

x: 

•c 

o 

3 

o 

CO 

ca 

H 

g§ 

o 

1 

.s 

4J 

■s 

"i 

Z 

a: 

UJ 

UJ 

en 

M) 

C 

*5 

v> 

o 

^ 

U 

H 
2 

0) 

■o 

O 

tA 

U 

C/3 

*rf 

U 

:«■ 

« 

O 

•^-» 

o 

^rf 

w 

u 

BU 

e 

41^ 

a 
o 

V* 

u 

n 

o 

■fl 

"aj 

tc 

00 

01 

•4-1 

o 

(ka 

JU 

O 

•*-! 

cs 

u 

PC 

w 

o. 

r< 

■* 

01 

;*- 

C9 

o 

a 

1 

^ 

"aS 

CM 

£ 

ca 

801 


ExfaOBtB:   UETTEBS 


Government 

Frederick  C.  PTool 
Sonya  L.  Margenim 
Nola  J.  Grentry, 

William  D.  Haan, 
Hubert  D.  Yount 
Steven  C.  Beering 
Betty  Dovereberger 
James  A.  Hawley 

Railroad 

David  R.  Goode 

Community 

Joseph' A.  Bomier 
Tern  E.  Boone 
Roger  D.  Branigin,  Jr. 
Joseph  T.  Bumbleburg 

Norman  Childress 

Sam  Copeland 

Frank  C.  Donaldson 
Susan  K  Smith 
M.  A.  Flexsenhar 

David  L.  Francis 
W.  L.  Hancock 
Paul  E.  Hess 

David  H.  Howarth 
Ciordon  Kingma 
Jim  Kleck 
Richard  A.  Kocerha 

Robert  B.  McDonald 
James  K.  Risk,  IE 
Thomas  R.   Schmenk 

Joseph  H.  Seaman 
James  C.  Shook 
E.  Dana  Smith 

Patricia  Stephenson 
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INDIANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

100  North  Senate  Avenue 

Room  N755 

Indianapolis,  Indiana  46204-2249 

(31 71  232-5533  FAX:  (31 7)  232-0238 


EVAN  BAYH,  Governor 

FREDERICK  C.  P'POOL,  Commissioner  Writer's  Direct  Line: 

(317)  232-1476 
April  20,  1994 

The  Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chairman 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcocnnlttee  on  Transportation 
2350  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515-6027 

Dear  Representative  Carr: 

I  am  writing  to  convey  the  State  of  Indiana's  support  for  the  Lafayette 
Railroad  Relocation  Project  and  for  appropriation  of  funds  to  finish  the  project. 
Indiana  has  supported  this  project  In  the  past  with  over  S4.6  million  In  highway 
and  Industrial  Rail  Service  Fund  grants,  including  another  $390,000  grant  in 
1994.   In  the  future  the  project  will  be  evaluated  for  additional  grant  funds  if 
they  continue  to  apply. 

The  primary  focus  of  the  project  is  the  rerouting  of  two  major  rail  lines 
from  dovmtotm  Lafayette  which  will  result  in  a  substantial  reduction  in 
congestion  and  greatly  increase  safety  in  the  city.   The  reduction  in  congestion 
and  the  Improved  crossing  safety  will  be  a  tremendous  asset  to  the  continued 
economic  growth  and  prosperity  of  Lafayette. 

The  long  history  of  support  from  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  (Sec. 
163  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1973  as  amended  which  is  Sec.  1037  of 
ISTEA)  has  been  crucial  to  the  success  of  this  project  in  the  past,  allowing  for 
the  first  four  phases  to  be  constructed.   Your  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation 
will  be  fully  obligated  this  summer  for  fall  construction  to  launch  the  fifth  and 
final  phase  of  the  project.   Our  state  supports  the  city's  request  for  funding 
for  the  final  contract  to  finish  the  project.   This  last  contract  will  eliminate 
an  additional  24  railroad  crossings,  bringing  the  total  to  42  crossings 
eliminated.  The  most  significant  benefits  of  the  project  are  thus  not  realized 
until  the  final  contract  is  accomplished. 

Once  again,  I  write  to  express  my  appreciation  for  past  funding  for  this 
project  and  hope  you  will  appropriate  funds  for  the  final  contract  to  finish  this 
two  and  a  half  decade  effort. 


Sincerely, 


cJA^ 


Frederick  C.  P'Pool 


Printed  on  Recycled  Paper  •  An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  just  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  presentation 
and  your  choice  of  ties. 

Mr.  RiEHLE.  This  tie  has  brought  good  fortune  with  it  at  ribbon 
cuttings  and,  oh,  some  ground-breaking  ceremonies.  It  has  brought 
a  lot  of  good  weather  and  goodwill. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  see. 

Mr.  RiEHLE.  It  does  play  I've  Been  Working  on  the  Railroad.  I 
don't  wear  it  to  church  much  anymore  because  of  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  might  add,  if  you  have  not  visited  the  site,  and  I 
know  you  have  not,  one  of  the  tracks  goes  right  down  5th  Street, 
the  middle  of  the  street. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  seen  the  dramatic  picture.  It  tells  the  whole 
story. 

Mr.  Myers.  Last  Saturday  I  was  late  for  a  meeting,  as  many  of 
us  are.  You  know,  we  get  detained  by  people  who  want  to  talk  with 
us.  And  I  had  to  cross  town.  And  I  swear  Jim  holds  the  train  up 
there  when  they  know  I  am  in  town  to  make  sure  I  get  railroaded 
just  to  be  reminded  the  need  is  still  there.  I  got  railroaded  and  was 
10  minutes  late  to  get  to  a  meeting.  We  call  that  railroaded  when 
you  get  stopped  by  a  train  going  down  the  middle  of  the  street. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mayor,  thank  you  for  coming.  We  are  familiar  with  the 
project.  Your  Congressman,  Mr.  Myers,  has  been  a  strong  advocate 
and  has  spoken  with  us  and  talked  to  us,  and  we  are  very,  very 
sympathetic.  So,  John,  I  congratulate  you  for  your  efforts,  and  we 
will  try  to  help  you  and  do  what  we  possibly  can. 

Mr.  RiEHLE.  We  would  be  honored  to  have  you  come  to  Lafayette 
this  summer  when  we  remove  the  tracks  from  5th  Street  into  the 
new  corridor  and  also  move  the  depot. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  never  been  there.  I  have  not  been  to  Indiana 
for  a  number  of  years,  although  John  speaks  about  it  so  much.  And 
my  former  colleague,  who  came  to  Congress  with  me,  Dan  Coats, 
speaks  so  much  about  it,  but  I  have  not  been  back  to  Indiana  for 
over  20  years. 

Mr.  Myers.  Frank,  I  slept  in  your  district  last  night.  I  come  to 
your  district. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  I  will  take  you  up  on  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  concur  with  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia. This  project  would  not  have  proceeded  without  the  advocacy 
of  your  Congressman,  John  Myers. 

I  have  no  further  questions.  Thank  you  for  your  presentation.  We 
will  do  the  best  we  can  to  see  that  you  complete  that  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  Bob  and  Frank. 

Mr.  RiEHLE.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY  (STATE 

OF  NEW  YORK) 

WITNESS 
PETER  E.  STANGL,  CHAIRMAN  AND  CfflEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  MTA 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  the  Chairman  of  the  MTA, 
and  a  good  friend  of  the  Committee,  Peter  Stangl. 

Mr.  Stangl.  Good  morning. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  How  are  you  this  morning? 

Mr.  Stangl.  I  am  fine  and  yourself? 

Mr.  Carr.  Great. 

Mr.  Stangl.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  not  get  scared  by  all  the  pages. 
I  will  jump  through  them  quickly.  You  have  our  testimony  on  the 
record. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  before  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Congress- 
man Wolf,  and  thsink  you  for  letting  me  share  our  views  on  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  appropriations  legislation  for  1995. 

We  run,  I  think  as  you  know,  the  subways  and  the  buses,  and 
we  also  run  the  first  and  second  largest  commuter  railroads  in  the 
country,  and  we  run  another  large  bus  system  in  Long  Island.  We 
operate,  just  to  put  this  in  perspective  for  you,  over  2,000  miles  of 
track  and  some  7,500  rail  and  subway  cars,  some  745  passenger 
stations,  about  4,000  buses,  which  operates  over  some  2,600  route 
miles. 

I  also  want  you  to  know  that  we  operate  seven  bridges  and  two 
tunnels  that  are  toll  facilities  that  carry  about  800,000  cars  per 
day.  This  produces  for  us  a  profit,  if  you  will,  of  almost  a  half  bil- 
lion dollars  that  is  used  to  support  mass  transit  investment  and  op- 
erating costs  in  and  around  the  City  of  New  York  for  all  of  our  op- 
erations. 

I  think  of  all  the  regions  in  the  country  ours  would  come  to  a 
screaming  stop  if  we  did  not  have  the  type  of  transit  system  that 
we  have.  Someone  has  projected  we  would  need  about  15  more 
lanes  on  the  Long  Island  Expressway  to  carry  what  we  bring  in  on 
the  Long  Island  Railroad.  Does  not  mean  those  cars  would  be  mov- 
ing. Just  means  that  they  would  be  there. 

So  we  are  very  important  to  the  regional  commerce  and  to  the 
mobility  of  our  region. 

It  is  a  large  responsibility.  It  has  been  made  larger  by  the  Con- 
gress through  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  through  the  ADA  legislation, 
which  has  expanded  the  things  that  we  are  being  asked  to  do. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  bit  about  what  we  have  been  doing  and 
then  let  me  tell  you  what  is  very,  very  important  for  us  in  the  New 
York  region. 

In  1992,  we  introduced  a  new  business  strategy  called  the  Fare 
Deal.  It  was  a  vision  which  put  the  emphasis  on  the  customer,  all 
with  the  goal  of  trying  to  expand  our  ridership.  It  was  all  built  on 
capital  investment  and  continued  improvements  to  our  infrastruc- 
ture. We  think  it  is  a  new  and  comprehensive  vision  for  our  sys- 
tem. 

It  also  involves  very  creative  pricing,  which  we  are  doing.  We  are 
installing  a  new  automatic  fare  collection  system  right  now  as  we 
speak  in  the  New  York  City  subway  and  bus  system.  It  got  tremen- 
dous support  from  the  business  community,  from  labor,  from  envi- 
ronmentalists, from  strap  hangers,  from  everybody  associated  with 
it,  and  it  is  working. 

Ridership  is  showing  strong  increases.  In  1993,  ridership  grew  by 
3  percent  on  Metro-North  and  the  Long  Island  Railroad.  Long  Is- 
land bus  grew  by  some  4.5  percent.  Subway  ridership  was  up  by 
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about  3  percent.  And  I  think  this  tells  you  that  when  you  invest 
in  the  system  and  when  you  give  people  what  they  want  and  need 
they  will  ride  the  system. 

We  are  doing  all  this  with  a  very  significant  State  and  local 
share.  Nearly  two-thirds  of  all  of  our  capital  money  comes  from  our 
local  sources,  over  90  percent  of  our  operating  funds.  So  we  are 
keeping  our  end  of  the  bargain  and  the  responsibility  that  you  have 
entrusted  with  us. 

Everything  we  do,  as  I  said,  is  dependent  on  our  infrastructure, 
and  that  brings  us  to,  really,  the  Federal  role.  As  I  have  discussed 
with  this  committee  in  the  past,  in  1981  we  laid  out  a  strategic 
capital  rebuilding  program,  which  was  the  largest  nonFederal  pub- 
lic works  renewal  project  in  the  country.  A  decade  later,  all  of  our 
subway  cars  are  new  or  overhauled.  All  of  our  buses  are  new  or 
overhauled.  I  could  go  through  all  the  statistics  and  the  improve- 
ments, but  I  will  leave  them  for  you  to  look  at  later. 

We  are  now  almost  halfway  through  our  third  five-year  capital 
rebuilding  program,  but  these  accomplishments  do  not  come  about 
without  your  support  and  without  a  significant  Federal  commit- 
ment. Almost  one-third  of  the  $16  billion  that  we  have  spent  dur- 
ing this  period  have  come  from  the  Federal  Government. 

We  believe  our  capital  investment  strategy  has  widely  used  those 
dollars  to  improve  transit  service  in  our  region,  and  we  think  the 
Federal  funds  have  gone  an  awful  long  way  to  compliment  our  local 
efforts. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  we  are  spending  this  money  on  basic 
nuts  and  bolts — signal  rehabilitation,  power  upgrades,  fan  plants, 
structural  work,  station  improvements,  all  of  the  kinds  of  things 
that  I  spoke  to  you  about  last  year  that  are  included  in  the  Section 
3  Rail-Modemization/Fixed  Guideway  Program,  and  I  urge  you  to 
support  this  program  and  to  fund  this  program. 

We  are  also  looking  at  expanding  our  system.  The  largest  of 
these  projects,  the  63rd  Street/Queens  Connector,  the  New  Start 
project,  is  not  predicated  on  some  loose  estimate  of  what  the  future 
benefits  will  be.  I  can  tell  you  with  certainty  that  the  project  will 
benefit  over  nearly  50,000  people  in  one  peak  hour  of  the  rush  hour 
alone  once  it  opens  and  that  the  investment  that  you  make  along 
with  us  in  this  project  will  begin  paying  dividends  the  day  we  begin 
service. 

Now,  despite  the  positive  and  the  very  visible  impact  that  Fed- 
eral transit  investment  has  made  in  helping  us  to  clean  our  air — 
and  we  are  a  serious  nonattainment  area — and  reduce  congestion 
in  our  region  and  the  Nation,  frankly,  we  are  still  struggling  to  reg- 
ular gain  our  fair  share  of  the  transportation  pie. 

We  all  know  the  numbers.  I  must  say  that  the  disparity  would 
have  been  a  lot  worse  without  the  efforts  of  this  committee.  We  ap- 
preciate that,  and  we  appreciate  the  many  battles  that  you  have 
fought  to  help  us  on  that  front,  but  the  fact  remains  that,  despite 
our  joint  successes,  we  are  still  facing  a  fairly  heavy 
underinvestment. 

The  administration  has  been  supportive.  We  are  happy  to  see 
this  change. 

There  is  much  in  the  bill  that  we  are  pleased  with,  but  I  am  con- 
cerned that  transit  is  not  getting  fully  the  attention  it  deserves,  I 
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think,  based  on  our  priorities.  The  administration's  $4.8  billion  pro- 
posal is  below  the  authorized  level  in  ISTEA.  And  while  the  Section 
9  program  is  at  ISTEA  levels,  other  key  programs,  specifically  New 
Starts,  Rail  Mod  and  operating  assistance,  are  below  authorized 
level.  Yet  the  highway  program  is  just  below  99  percent  of  the  au- 
thorized levels. 

Now  through  the  budget  committees  Congress  has  indicated  its 
support  for  restoring  operating  assistance  to  the  $802  million  level. 
I  am  certainly  pleased  with  this.  I  am  concerned  that  it  may  come 
at  the  expense  of  a  smaller  Section  9  capital  appropriations. 

I  would  hope  that  this  would  not  be  a  choice  between  operating 
and  capital.  We  are  an  old  system.  Our  capital  needs  are  intense 
and  they  are  continuing,  as  I  mentioned  before.  Keeping  our  fares 
reasonable  is  very  important  to  us  also.  The  pressure  on  transit  to 
maintain  our  operating  expense  level  and  provide  good  service  con- 
tinues to  grow. 

And,  in  addition  to  the  increasing  cost  that  we  face  every  day, 
we  are  facing  something  else  that  we  are  being  asked  to  take  on 
and  incorporate  into  our  daily  operations.  I  refer  here  to  the  ADA. 
The  MTA  is  to  provide  paratransit  service  to  meet  all  demand  by 
1997.  Our  estimate  of  that  demand  is  about  a  million  trips  a  day 
by  1997  at  a  cost  of  about  $42  million.  That  is  a  significant  addi- 
tional strain. 

So  what  would  be  helpful  to  us  and  what  am  I  looking  for?  First, 
we  need  to  get  as  close  to  a  fully  authorized  FTA  program  as  pos- 
sible for  capital  grants.  And  while  I  know  that  my  next  request 
puts  pressure  on  the  capital  side  of  the  House,  we  must  be  able  to 
raise  the  capital  levels  to  get  near  the  $5.1  billion  authorized  level. 

We  also  need  an  appropriation  that  keeps  operating  assistance 
for  all  of  the  systems.  I  know  the  interest  in  supporting  capital 
needs  and  the  support  of  the  Congress  for  operating  assistance 
makes  this  a  tough  situation  for  the  subcommittee,  but  as  the  Na- 
tion looks  increasingly  to  transit  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in 
this  country  we  ask  you  to  support  operating  assistance  without 
decimating  the  fiscal  1995  increases  for  capital  funds. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Fixed  Guideway  Rail  Modernization 
program  is  crucial  to  continued  improvement  in  the  transit  system. 
While  the  administration  proposes  to  continue  Rail  Mod  at  the  cur- 
rent levels,  I  would  ask  you  to  consider  reaching  to  the  820,  which 
is  the  full — which  would  be  full  funding  for  this  program.  I  think 
that  would  be  important. 

We  also  hope  that  in  fiscal  1995  that  the  subcommittee  will  help 
us  secure  $93  million  in  Section  3  New  Start  funding  for  the  63rd 
Street/Queens  Connector.  Once  again,  the  Federal  Transit  Admin- 
istration, in  its  Section  3(j)  report  cited  this  project  as  the  most 
cost-effective  New  Start  project  in  the  Nation. 

And  in  addition  to  your  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  provided 
a  detailed  response  to  your  investment  criteria.  We  hope  you  will 
agree  that  they  meet  your  standards  quite  well  as  well. 

With  our  full  funding  grant  agreement  in  place  and  our  prelimi- 
nary work  complete,  we  will  let  the  first  of  four  construction  con- 
tracts this  summer,  and  we  expect  to  let  over  $327  million  in  con- 
tracts within  the  next  year.  So  we  seek  $93  million  in  Section  3 
New  Start  funding.  This  would  be  $76.8  authorized  in  ISTEA,  plus 
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a  little  over  13  from  1994  and  a  little  under  $3  million  from  fiscal 
year  1993.  This  will  help  us  keep  pace  with  the  funding  needs  of 
the  project  as  laid  out  in  ISTEA  and  as  we  signed  with  the  Sec- 
retary. 

Finally,  I  hope  you  will  accept  the  administration's  proposal  to 
close  out  the  Interstate  Transfer  Program,  Transit,  and  fund  it  at 
$38.5  as  proposed  by  the  President.  That  would  enable  us — and  we 
are  counting  on  it — to  receive  the  last  $20.6  million  due  us  under 
the  Westway  Trade-in  Agreement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  I  am  not  suggesting  the  subcommittee 
ignore  other  valid  transit  needs.  I  don't  envy  all  the  choices  and  de- 
cisions you  have  to  make.  I  do  urge  you  to  craft  a  bill  that  balances 
those  needs  with  those  of  public  transit  and  one  that  will  recognize 
the  role  that  transit  plays  in  our  region  and  in  this  country. 

We  need  your  help,  and  I  ask  for  it  on  behalf  of  the  five  million 
daily  customers  in  the  New  York  area.  Thank  you  very  much.  I 
would  be  happy  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Mr  Carr.  Well,  you  represent  your  five  million  customers  very, 
very  well,  and  I  want  to  acknowledge  your  leadership  in  transpor- 
tation in  this  country. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Peter  Stangl  follows:] 
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TE3TIM•?^iY  OF 
CliAIKirj-l  AIID   CHIZ7   E;iECUT~/-2   C^FZQ'ETL 

ji.v.  icstkopolita:-;  tr,^':3fo?.7:iTICN  authority 
aercjiE  the 

HOUS3  AP?TiO?RIATICN3    tTJBCCriZIITTES 

ON   TSA2JS?CRTA'XI0H   Ai^'D   RELATED   AQENCIES 

WASHIHGTOK ,    D .  C .  ,    APEIIi   25,     1954 

xft-.  ChairPvan,  Hsafccra  of  tba  SnbcG.flssii'staa,  I  a-m  Petar  Stnngl, 
Chalirxiaa  of  the  Metropolitan  Tran3port;ition  Authority  in  Ndw  Vork. 

Thank  ycj  for  la*ting  ae  share  tha  HTA's  visws  on  PY'SS 
Federal  Transit  Adainistration  (FTA)  Appropriations.  Bafora  I 
coaraant  on  the  Administration's  budget  proposal,  lat  ai  tall  you  a 
little  bit  about  us. 

Tha  HTA  ia  a  cocplfficx  organisation  serving  a  13  Kaillion  psrson, 
4,000  equars  mile  aeA'ica  area  that  covora  tvo  states,  14  ccuntie^ 
and  do2ep.s  of  cities. 

Yes,  we  run  Now  York's  subways  and  buses.  We  also  run  tha 
first  and  second  largest  coniauter  railroads  in  tha  country,  tiie 
Long  Island  Rail  Road  and  the  Metro-North  Railroad  and  the  bus 
syst«m  serving  Nassau  county. 

Together  ths  KTA  onsratea  over  2,000  miles  of  track,  using 
over  7,500  r«il  and  subway  cars  that  stop  at  745  passenger  stations 
every  day.  In  addition,  the  MTA  operates  almost  4,000  buses  over 
2,600  route  miles. 

In  addition,  we  operate  7  bridges  and  2  tunnels  that  carry 
800.000  cars  par  day.  The  toll  revenues  from  these  faciliticG  halp 
pay  an  important  part  of  the  cost  of  operating  our  triinsit  aystesi. 

All  told,  we  carry  alaost  a  third  of  all  transit  riders  in  tha 
country  —  over  5  million  people  a  day. 

To  give  you  a  sense  of  ovx  operations,  the  LIPJR's  Pann  Station 
handles  more  pasaengars  per  day  man  Kennedy,  LaGuardia  and  Newark 
airports  combined. 

Without  tha  MTA,  the  most  dansaly  populated  region  in  the 
country  would  be  paralyzed.  It  would  use  a  lot  more  energy  than  it 
docs  now  *-'-  an  extra  1.3  billi-in  gallons  of  gas  a  year. 

Without  the  MTA,  the  L.I.  Errpreosway  would  need  15  more  lanes 
to  accommodate  the  additional  traffic.  Our  «ir  would  be  a  lot 
dirtier.  Regional  coiaaerce  would  grind  to  a  halt  and  the  nationq3, 
economy  would  feel  the  pain. 

In  other  words,  the  MTA  carries  a  large  responsibility  to  this 
region  to  ensure  that  people  choose  transit.   And  congress  has. 
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tr:rou^h  d±_^i:vr^i.t  :icin^:it\i'^  sacn  as  rha  Clian  Air 
:zv.rzhii-r  sp-lzr-'^t:^  -ciiut  £Oc:iii  rs2po:i2:ibility .  '.;ith  that  ir*  nine:, 
1st:  Efi  tall  a  littls  a.ocut  what  -Liirr  241'A  has  bas:i  coir.g  cvsr  r:i2 
last  oev-srai  yaara  to  irset  thsso  r<'3:;onsibiiit:i3S. 

In  1992,  ws  intrcdxxcod  a  bold  ray  bvioiness  etratsgy,  d'OwiJ&u 
"•'?.-5r3  Dsai".  It  wa3  a  vision  roc  thi  >JTA  which  put  chs  erjhajia  en 
■««  castcnar:  to  keep  the  currant  cuatcraer  happy  and  to  attract  n;;\, 
onas. 

Fare  Deal  continuaa  necssaary  investsant  in  c-ir 
infrastructure,  int«nsifieB  customer  service  eir.fi  incrsassa  s<=rvi-s 
dalivary.  It  is  a  bold  new  conprsnanslvs  vision  for  trnnspcriiHtion 
invea-uaent  ithat  has  received  rousing  cndorsemants  and  supporr  fer 
rar-'?  Deal  from  the  biusiness  coamunity,  alactad  officiaj.3. 
environmentalists  and  most  importantly,  our  riding  pvifclio.  v;ith 
h.3lp  fron  a  rebounding  sconorey,  ridorahip  is  showing  strong 
increases.  In  1993  —  ridership  grew  2.92%  on  Katro-Horth ,"  2,92^ 
on  LI?J?,  4.53%  on  Long  Island  Bua  and  3.09%  on  Hav/  York  City 
Transit.  'This  talis  ufl  that  when  you  invest  in  the  cyataa  and 
givi9  th-5  customar  what  they  want  —  good,  clean,  saf-a  reliai>j.a 
tranaportarion  —  they  will  ride. 

30  '.'e'rs  keeping  cur  parx  of  tha  rasponsirility  ycu'^-i 
entrusted  ua  with.  And  the  core  of  our  whole  plan  reaains  steady 
intensive  infrastructure  investr:ent.  In  fact,  everything  we  ao  is 
dependent  on  the  infrastructure  being  sound  sc  that  we  may  deliver 
service.  And  that  brings  us  full  circla  to  tlia  faderal 
government's  continued  rolo. 

As  I've  discussed  with  this  csaaittaa  in  tha  past,  in  issi  th* 
MTA  laid  out  a  Btrategic  Capital  Rebuilding  progran  —  the  largest 
non-federal  public  works  renewal  project  in  th«  counzry.  Out 
things  were  in  suc/i  bad  shapo,  it  was  olezir  froia  the  outset  that  it 
would  take  several  decades  for  our  transit  network  to  work  its  way 
back  to  a  state  of  good  repair.  One  decade  later,  we  have  tangible 
results.  All  of  our  6,000  subway  cars,  3,700  buses  and  virtually 
all  our  coasHiuter  rail  cars  are  now  er  overhauled. 

In  1992,  subway  cars  averaged  45,253  miles  between  brsa>:dowT.3 
In  1982  it  was  less  than  10,000.   G::affiti  on  rail  cars  and 
bueea  is  a  thing  of  the  past. 

But  our  job  is  nowhere  near  conplate.  In  Hew  York,  ve  ha-'e  a 
huge  agenda  of  unfinished  needs  and  we  are  working  diligently  tc 
bring  our  system  to  a  state  of  good  repair  and  expand  on  cur 
progress  to  deliver  new  and  much  improved  servicae  to  our 
customers . 

•(7a  are  not  talking  about  pla-in-tho-sky  kind  of  projects,  cr 
widely  wiehful  visions.  Wo  are  ppanding  money  on  very  basic  "nutr- 
and-bolta"   infrastructure   inveataenta  —  track   and  sicrnals 
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riVhaliilita-tinn,  povar  upgraJsa,  fan  plants  and  structural  wcrl:  fcr 
i:;frs3tructvire  iJi  x'.aip.y  c.i3?>s  ovor  ninotv  y&ars  old.  T^^  kin-^  cf 
work  1  epske  to  you  about  last  yser  thst  is  adlreased  by  tha 
Section  3  Rail-Modarnisy.tiop/riifsd  Guidav^y  prograa.  I  cor.tinua  to 
urga  ycu  to  fully  fund  this  program. 

Wc  arc  fortunats  in  places  lika  Naw  York  to  have  an  axtsnsiva 
rail  syotem  already  in  placa.  in  fact,  this  year  ssarka  tha  IfiOt:^. 
anniversary  of  tha  LIHH  and  tiaa  soth  anniv8rsar\'  of  New  York  City's 
suijway  aystejn.  Aa  a  result,  Euch  of  the  thousands  of  milos'cf 
track  and  infrastructure  vers  built  by  private  and  local  resources 
decadsa  ago. 

Even  with  heavy  invsstmsnt  ovar  the  laat  dscada,  over  75%  of 
the  entire  1992-1996  capital  program  is  to  make  up  for  years  of 
disinvostffiont  and  to  aaintain  a  noriual  raplacsiasnt  cycla.  Yet, 
under  a  plan  which  expacts  to  spend  ovar  an  average  of  $1.3  billion 
for  these  basic  invastsents  each  year,  the  IITA  dees  not  expact  to 
reach  a  systanwide  st&te  of  good  repair  until  at  least  the  end  of 
the  2l3t  Cantury's  first  dec^ids. 

A0  we  look  around  at  the  needs  of  other  cities  to  build  frc:3 
scratch  rail  systeas,  we  continue  to  recognize  that  it  io  far  aiore 
coist  effective  to  Baintain  and  upgrada  these  iopcrtant  assots  new 
than  start  anew. 

We  alao  look  at  expanding  our  systea.  Vat,  even  our  faw 
"systen  laprovamants/ expansion  projects"  ax»  of  the  mnst  basic 
natiira.  The  largest  of  these  projects,  the  63rd  Street/Queans 
Connector  "New  Start"  project  —  is  not  predicated  on  loose 
eetiinateB  of  future  benefits.  That  project  will  positively  benefit 
over  49,800  peopl*  in  the  one  raak  hour  of  the  rush  ho'or  alons. 

We  are  now  alr.oat  half  way  through  our  third  f  iva  year  capital 
rebuilding  prograa,  continuing  the  graat  prograns  mada  fron  1982- 
1991.  But  these  accomplishraents  do  not  coae  about  without  a 
continued  federal  co2imltoent  —  almost  one  third  of  tha  $16  billion 
we  spent  during  that  first  decade  cf  intensive  infrastructure 
investment . 

We  bslisve  cur  capital  investment  strategy  has  wisely  used 
federal  dollars  to  improva  transit  servica  in  our  region.  Further, 
thasa  federal  dollars  have  gone  far  to  conplenent  the  significant 
local  cornnitaent  to  the  MTA's  capital  rebuilding  program. 

However,  despite  the  positive  and  visible  Impact  that  federal 
transit  investfficnt  has  had  In  helping  clean  our  air  and  reduca 
congestion  in  our  region  and  the  nation,  we  era  still  struggling  to 
regain  our  fair  share  of  the  federal  transportation  pie.  We  all 
know  tha  numbers. 

Federal  transit  spending  dropped  by  50%  In  real  terms  during 
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tha  19803.  HJianwhilo  highv;ay  funding  crri:v  sut:^tanl:iully  by  ncra 
th&n  50%.  And  tha  dioparlty  vrsuld  have  been  nuch  worsa  without 
the  efforts  of  -this  SuJtcoaiaittsg  —  and  we  approclats  tha  r;any 
battles  you  fought  to  hei?  ub  on  that  front.  But  the  fact  remains, 
despite  our  successes,  tliat  transit  is  still  facing  heavy  undar- 
invastmsnt. 

The  Administration  has  bsan  very  supportive  of  trarisit  and  v/b 
are  happy  to  sea  thia  charga  in  attitude.  While  thara  is  nuch  that: 
we  are  plaased  with  in  the  propos9d  FY '95  budget,  I  aa  concernod 
that  transit  ia  still,  to  a  certain  degree,  not  getting  the 
attention  and  funding  it  deserves. 

The  Adaiinistration'a  $4.8  billion  proposal  ia  below  tha  $5,125 
ISTEA  authorization.  Ar.d  while  the  Section  9  prcgran  ia  at  ISTEA 
authorized  levala,  ether  key  prograias,  specif ically  Hew  Starts, 
Rail  Modernisation  and  operating  assistance,  are  well  below 
authorized  levels.  Yet  the  highway  prograia  is  just  tolow  (99%) 
authorizad  Idvals. 

I  know  that  the  federal  budget  ia  tight  and  there  is  little 
room  to  maneuver.  And  1  )cnow  that  Transportation  has  been  treated 
well  compared  with  nany  other  functions.  But  despite  the  good 
intentions  and  increases  that  transit  has  eoon  under  your 
leadership  in  the  past  few  Congresses  and  the  general  support  from 
this  Administration,  transit  has  a  lot  of  years  of  diBinveatment  by 
the  federal  government  to  make-up. 

Through  the  budget  coiaaitteas,  Congress  has  indicated  its 
BV^port  for  restoring  operating  assistance  to  last  year's  $802 
million  level.  While  I  an  pleased  with  this  support,  I  sai 
extremely  concerned  that  it  way  come  at  the  ejxpenoo  of 
significantly  saaller  Section  9  Capital  appropriations. 

This  should  not  be  a,  choice  between  operating  and  capital. 
The  MTA  is  an  old  system,  our  capital  needs  are  intense  and 
continuing  as  I  have  mentioned  earlier.  But  keeping  our  fares 
reasonable  is  as  important  to  our  customers  as  nany  of  our  other 
priorities. 

The  pressura  on  tra.:Bit  to  maintain  our  opsrating  sxpensas 
level  and  provide  first  rate  services  continues  to  grow.  In 
addition  to  the  rise  of  everyday  costs,  let  me  cita  one  example  of 
the  new  roles  wo  are  asked  to  take  on  and  incorporate  into  cur 
daily  operations.  Under  the  ADA  the  MTA  is  required  to  provide 
enough  paratransit  service  to  itioet  all  dsmand  by  1997.  we  are 
still  trying  to  gauge  the  denand,  but  we  expect  that  by  1997  we 
will  be  providing  over  1  nillion  trips  at  an  annual  operating 
expense  of  $42  million. 

In  New  York,  fares  are  raised  in  5  cent  incraiaenta  for  every 
$50  million  or  less  in  operating  funds  needed  that  cannot  b&   found 
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elsewhere.  The  loss  of  25%  of  federal  oparating  subsidies  could 
trigger  that  S  cant  incrsasa  sinca  other  rssoarcea  are  ainilarly 
strained.  Cnfortiindtsly,  we  cannot  provide  a  service  available  for 
all  citiaens  without  the  continued  help  o*  our  funding  partners. 

So  what  I  aa  spscifically  looking  for? 

First,  we  need  to  get  to  as  close  to  a  fully  authorized  FTA 
program  as  possible  for  capital  grants.  And  while  I  know  that  my 
next  request  puts  pr assure  on  the  capital  side  of  the  house,  we 
must  bd  abld  to  rales  the  capital  IdVdls  to  get  us  near  the  $5.1 
billion  authorized. 

Second,  we  need  an  appropriation  that  keeps  operating 
asaistenca  for  all  systsmB.  I  know  that  the  interaet  in  supporting 
capital  needs  and  the  support  of  the  Congress  for  operating 
Bssiatance  makes  this  a  vcsry  tough  situation  for  this  subcommittee. 
But  as  the  nation  looks  incrcaoingly  to  transit  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  in  this  country,  we  implore  you  to  support 
operating  asaiatance  with  cut  decimating  the  FY' 95  increases  for 
capital  funds. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Fixed  Guideway  '^Rail" 
Modernization  is  a  crucial  program  to  continued  improvement  in  the 
transit  system.  While  the  Administration  proposes  to  continue 
"Rail-Hod"  at  the  currant  levels.  Congress  should  consider  fully 
funding  this  program  at  the  $820  million  level.  Fixed  Guideway 
systems  are  increasingly  becoming  the  backbone  of  public  transit  in 
many  communities  and  we  must  preserve  this  important  national 
asset. 

The  MTA  also  hopoo  that  in  FY»95  the  Subcommittee  will  help  us 
secure  $93  million  in  Section  3  "New  Start"  ftmding  for  the  63rd 
Street  Queans  Connector  project.  Once  again,  FTA  in  its  Section  3 
(i)  ratsort  haa  cited  this  project  as  the  meet  cost  effective  New 
Start  projnct  in  tha  nation.  In  addition,  we  have  provided  a 
detailed  response  to  this  Committee's  investment  criteria  and  we 
believe  you  will  agree  that  the  project  meets  your  standards  pretty 
wall. 

With  our  Full  Funding  Grant  Agraeiaent  in  plac*  and  our 
preliminary  work  complete,  we  will  let  the  first  of  four 
construction  contracts  this  summer  and  expect  to  let  over  $327 
million  in  contracts  within  the  next  year.  We  are  seoking  $93 
nilllon  in  Section  3  New  start  funding  —  the  $76.8  million 
authorised  in  ISTEA  plus  th»  $13.29  million  difference  between 
appropriated  and  authorized  in  FY '34  and  the  $2.92  million 
shortfall  from  FY '93.  This  will  help  us  keep  pace  with  the  funding 
needs  of  the  project  as  laid  out  in  ISTEA. 

Finally,  I  hcp«  that  you  will  accept  the  Administration's 
proposal  to  close  out  tha  Interstate  Transfer  (Transit)  program  and 


813 

fxmd  it  et  $33.5  aillion  as  propossd  by  tha  Presidiftt.  That  would 
enable  tha  HTA  to  receive  -UiS  last  §20.6  million  owed  uncaer  the 
VJastt/ay  Trade-In  agracr.ant. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairaan,  I'm  not  suggesting  that  tha 
Subcoaanittea  ignore  cth^r  valid  transcortation  needs.  I  do, 
howsvar,  urge  you  to  craft  a  bill  that  bal3ncGS  those  ns«da  witli 
thosa  or  public  transit  and  ons  that  will  recc-gnize  transit's  vital 
contribution  to  attaining  national  energi',  econonic,  e.avironjnsntal 
goals,  and  most  of  all  —  the  goal  of  efficiently  asoving  pacplel 

We'll  ne«d  yotir  help.  On  behalf  of  tha  KTA'a  over  5  Million 
custojuera,  thank  you. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  second  that.  I  think,  overall,  you  do  a  pretty  good  job.  How  do 
you  manage  to  keep  your  fares  at  $1.50,  is  it? 

Mr.  Stangl.  a  dollar  and  a  quarter.  We  do  that — and,  by  the 
way,  we  still  cover  about  55  to  56  percent  of  our  operating  costs 
ourselves,  which  is  higher  than  a  lot  of  places  in  the  country. 

We  have  done  it,  frankly,  through  good  local  support,  both  at  the 
State  and  at  the  local  levels,  good  support  in  the  Congress. 

I  don't  mean  to  be  patronizing.  This  Congress  has  been  very 
strong  in  supporting  the  continuing  operating  assistance,  but  there 
is  one  other  very,  very  important  thing.  We  have  improved  the 
quality  of  our  service  significantly  in  the  last  decade.  We  have  con- 
trolled our  costs  significantly. 

Our  costs  for  the  transit  authority  alone,  just  the  subway  and 
bus  system,  have  gone  up  at  about  3  to  4  percent  over  the  last 
three  or  four  years  in  nominal  terms  while  the  cost  of  living  has 
gone  up  18  percent.  So  we  have  very  effectively  controlled  our 
costs. 

But  the  improvement  in  services  also  resulted  in  an  increase  in 
ridership  and  that  is  the  best  kind  of  revenue  we  can  get.  Our  stra- 
tegic plan  calls  for  a  fare  increase  in  1995,  and  we  will. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  will  that  be? 

Mr.  Stangl.  We  have  not  decided  that  yet,  Congressman  Wolf. 
With  our  plan,  when  we  put  it  together  a  year  ago,  called  for  it 
going  to  $1.50.  I  do  not  believe  that  will  have  to  be  the  case.  It  is 
not  clear  to  me  that  we  will  even  propose  to  raise  the  fare  in  Janu- 
ary at  this  point. 

I  am  not  making  any  commitments  to  any  of  my  constituents 
back  in  New  York  at  this  point  and  our  customers,  but  we  will  look 
at  that  towards  the  ends  of  this  year  when  we  have  a  better  fix 
on  what  our  revenues  will  be  both  from  the  fare  box  and  from  the 
tax  sources  that  support  us. 

And  as  we  look  forward,  because  we  want  to  combine  a  fare  in- 
crease with  some  creative  pricing  of  our  services  and  what  order 
they  take  place  in  or  whether  we  do  them  together,  that  is  a  deci- 
sion we  have  not  made. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  could  ask  a  lot  of  other  questions.  I  will  not. 

I  guess  I  am  intrigued  by  the  fact  the  ridership  here  in  Metro 
is  relatively  strong  but  has  flattened  out,  but  the  fare  coming  in 
from  New  Carrollton  or  coming  in  from  Vienna  is  about  $2.50  in 
the  morning.  And  I  worry  about  a  fare  in  and  fare  out  and  parking 
and  that  it  begins  to  reach  a  point  that  people  begin  to  drop  out 
and  find  other  means. 

Mr.  Stangl.  You  are  wonying  about  the  right  thing.  You  have 
to  look  at  the  cost  of  parking  as  well  as  the  cost  of  fare  as  the  total 
cost  of  travel. 

Some  of  the  situations  that  Metro  has  are  more  comparable  to 
our  commuter  railroads,  where  we  have  significant  parking.  We  op- 
erate the  Long  Island  Railroad  and  Metro  North. 

But  you  are  absolutely  right  about  too  rapid  a  growth  in  fares 
discouraging  ridership  precisely  at  the  time  when  the  economy  is 
getting  healthier,  people  are  spending  money  on  their  systems,  the 
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quality  of  services  is  generally  improving  throughout  the  country. 
And  we  have  an  opportunity  I  think  here  to  capitalize  on  that. 

That  is  why  we  feel  so  strongly — even  though  it  is  not  a  major 
percentage  of  our  operating  budget,  that  is  why  we  still  feel  strong- 
ly not  only  about  the  capital  but  about  the  operating. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  get  50  to  55  percent  at  the  fare  box  for  bus  and 
rail? 

Mr.  Stangl.  I  will  break  it  down.  If  I  am  wrong  we  have  the 
President  of  the  Transit  Authority  here  to  correct  me. 

On  the  subway  alone,  the  fare  box  recovery  ratio  is  well  over  60 
percent.  On  the  buses,  it  is  much  lower,  and  our  ridership  has  been 
declining  on  the  buses.  It  leveled  out  in  the  last  five  or  six  months, 
and,  in  fact,  we  might  have  even  seen  a  little  bit  of  growth  here 
and  there. 

On  our  commuter  railroads,  the  Metro  North  has  a  fare  recovery 
ratio  of  about  56  percent.  They  closed  out  1993  with  that.  Long  Is- 
land is  a  little  bit  less  than  that. 

We  are  trying  to  keep  it  over  50,  just  as  a  guideline.  It  is  not 
written  into  law.  It  is  not  a  legislated  standard.  But  we  think  it 
makes  sense  to  try  to  keep  it  as  high  as  we  can  without  putting 
undue  pressure  on  the  fares. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  were  to  raise  your  fare — this  is  a  hypothetical 
question — to  $2,  it  would  have  a  negative  impact? 

Mr.  Stangl.  There  is  no  doubt.  There  is  no  doubt  a  $2  fare  in 
the  New  York  City  subway  system  would  be  a  very  significant  fare 
increase. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  yet  your  track  mileage  is  how  much?  Metro  is 
103. 

Mr.  Stangl.  We  have  a  couple  thousand  miles  altogether,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Stangl,  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Stangl.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
witnesses 

lester  p.  lamm,  president,  highway  users  federation  for 
safety  and  mobility 

t.  peter  ruane,  president  and  ceo,  american  road  and  trans- 
portation builders  association  (artba) 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witnesses  will  be  good  friends  of  the  Com- 
mittee, Lester  Lamm,  President  of  the  Highway  Users  Federation 
for  Safety  and  Mobility;  and  Peter  Ruane,  President  and  CEO  of 
the  American  Road  and  Transportatin  Builders  Association 
ARTBA. 

Welcome.  Your  statements  will  be  made  part  of  the  record.  I 
might  ask  in  the  interest  of  time  if  you  could  summarize. 

Mr.  Lamm.  Be  happy  to  do  so. 

Chairman  Carr,  Mr.  Wolf,  pleasure  to  be  here  and  thanks  for  the 
opportunity  to  come  by  and  talk  earlier.  It  was  kind  of  fun  to  sit 
and  listen  to  the  old-timers,  like  the  Denver  Viaduct  and  the  Lafay- 
ette Rail  Relocation  project. 
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But  I  would  like  to  concentrate  a  little  bit  on  across-the-country 
issues  and  just  mention  that,  as  is  in  our  testimony,  we  have  three 
prime  priorities  that  we  would  appreciate  the  committee  working 
on  over  the  next  year. 

First  is,  we  really  need  timely  approval  of  the  national  highway 
system.  You  may  not  see  that  as  your  prime  basic  issue  within  this 
committee,  but  it  really  ties  into  the  next  issue. 

Why  is  the  national  highway  system  so  important?  First  of  all, 
the  ISTEA  created,  to  my  way  of  thinking,  a  balance  between  stra- 
tegic investment  funding  and  funds  that  are  made  available  to 
solve  State  and  local  problems  by  local  officials. 

If  you  look  at  the  annual  authorization  level  for  highways,  rough- 
ly $20  billion,  less  than  half  of  that  $20  billion  is  tied  up  in  any 
kind  of  strategic  investment  and  that  includes  the  National  High- 
way System,  the  I3R  program  and  I  would  estimate  roughly  one- 
half  of  the  bridge  money,  leaving  $11  billion  plus  to  take  care  of 
State  and  local  priorities  in  a  flexible  manner.  And  that  means 
those  funds  have  no  Federal  prioritization,  no  oversight,  little  con- 
cern for  long-range  or  long-distance  transportation  needs. 

It  is  really  the  National  Highway  System  that  will  concentrate 
on  what  means  a  lot  for  U.S.  competitiveness  in  the  future.  I  polled 
some  of  our  members  and  found  that  the  typical  distance  between 
an  American  industry  plant  and  a  water  port  for  an  article  made 
for  export  is  roughly  750  miles.  By  comparison,  the  Grerman  com- 
petitors have  roughly  a  300  mile  distance  to  the  water  port,  and 
in  Asia  the  distance  is  probably  30  to  50  miles. 

On  the  other  hand,  that  to  me  means  that  our  manufacturers  are 
much  more  dependent  on  productivity  in  the  U.S.  surface  transpor- 
tation systems  than  any  of  their  competitors. 

What  are  we  doing  about  it?  Basically,  we  are  proposing  to  up- 
grade the  National  Highway  System,  not  even  build  but  upgrade 
the  National  Highway  System.  And  again,  by  comparison,  the  Eu- 
ropean Community  is  embarking  on  a  $1.5  trillion  equivalent 
motorway  program. 

The  third  reason  I  see  the  National  Highway  System  is  so  impor- 
tant is  the  extension  of  commercisJ  vehicle  travel  to  the  just-in- 
time  delivery  mechanism.  This  is  really  yielding  great  profit  to 
American  industry,  and  I  would  take  one  example. 

One  of  Greneral  Motors'  suppliers  is  located  more  than  200  miles 
away  from  the  plant.  That  supplier  ships  anj^where  between  20  and 
70  trucks  each  day  to  the  General  Motors  plant,  and  that  supplier 
is  required  to  make  the  deliveries  within  a  15-minute  window. 

Without  a  strong  National  Highway  System,  without  effective 
just-in-time  delivery  processes,  that  is  obviously  impossible.  The 
National  Highway  System  is  estimated  to  take  care  of  roughly 
three-quarters  of  our  commercial  vehicle  miles  in  the  future,  in- 
cluding, obviously,  three-quarters  of  deliveries  being  made  in  a 
just-in-time  manner. 

The  second  priority  is  full  funding.  And,  let  us  face  it,  I  am  not 
going  to  sit  here  and  tell  you  that  is  going  to  be  easy.  We  dealt 
with  that — we  probably  told  you  several  years  in  a  row  that  full 
funding  is  significant,  but  we  are  at  the  halfway  mark  of  the 
ISTEA  six-year  period,  and  in  the  first  three  years  the  Federal  aid 
highway  program  collectively  suffered  roughly  $4.5  billion  lower 
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authorization  levels  or  lower  appropriation  levels  or  obligation  ceil- 
ings than  the  authorized  level. 

That  leads  to  several  other  concerns.  You  have  competition  be- 
tween the  core  programs  and  the  demonstration  projects,  and  I 
think  that  has  to  be  sorted  out.  If  you  have  the  authorized  level 
and  you  have  to  deduct  a  load  from  the  core  programs  to  get  into 
guaranteed  funding  of  certain  transportation  projects,  then  by  that 
means  you  probably  get  another  80  or  82  percent  obligation  ceiling 
level. 

I  note  also  that  it  is  uncertain  what  is  going  to  come  out  of  the 
Senate  as  far  as  the  Budget  Committee  or  $26  billion  less  or  so 
forth.  But,  again,  without  full  funding,  it  has  been  clear  to  me  that 
ISTEA  programs,  particularly  the  newer  ones,  have  been  held  back. 

And  a  lot  of  other  people  have  come  in  and  testified  before  this 
committee  about  some  of  the  slower  spending  activities — the  con- 
gestion mitigation  and  air  quality  programs,  the  amount  of  funds 
that  are  transferred  from  highway  programs  to  transit  projects  and 
so  forth.  That  has  come  under  some  controversy  but  I  think  largely 
because  the  lower  funding  levels  have  forced  a  zero  sum  game 
among  all  the  competing  programs. 

I  look  at,  by  the  way,  the  flexible  program  results,  and  as  of  the 
end  of  last  month  we  crossed  the  $1  billion  level.  In  the  first  two- 
and-a-half  years  of  ISTEA's  existence,  a  total  of  $11,038,000  in 
highway  funds  have  been  transferred  to  transit  projects.  We  sup- 
ported that  concept  in  1991,  and  we  are  not  going  back  on  that 
support  right  now.  I  would  say  roughly  $400  million  per  year  by 
comparison  to  the  $14  million  on  the  average  out  of  the  old  FAU 
program  that  was  flexed  into  transit  programs  before  1991,  to  me, 
is  a  very  effective  use  of  that  funding. 

The  last  thing  I  would  mention  is  without  full  funding  we  are 
falling  behind  on  the  conditions  and  the  demands  on  the  highway 
system.  And  all  you  needed  to  do  was  look  around  the  country  in 
the  spring  of  1994,  as  we  suffered  a  little  bit  more  severe  winter 
than  normal,  to  see  how  much  of  a  drastic  drubbing  the  highway 
systems  of  the  country  are  taking. 

The  third  priority  I  have — and  I  would  mention  it  briefly  because 
the  committee  has  always  been  very  supportive — is  for  you  to  con- 
tinue the  full  support  of  the  FVHS  j)rogram.  As  you  know,  I  serve 
as  President  of  the  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Society  of  America. 
The  funds  are  being  used  and  will  continue  to  be  used  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

I  just  returned  over  the  weekend  from  the  fourth  annual  meeting 
of  IVHS  America  held  in  Atlanta  last  week.  There  were  over  3,300 
people,  practically  3,400  people,  a  great  technology  show.  We  are 
well  on  our  way  to  bringing  the  full  benefits  of  transportation  tech- 
nology into  the  transportation  stream,  but  the  early  funding  of  core 
research  programs  by  the  Federal  Grovemment  is  going  to  be  very 
significant. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf,  thanks  very  much  for  the 
opportunity  to  be  here  and  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that 
you  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Lester  Lamm  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Les  Lamm,  president  of 
the  Highway  Users  Federation,  the  nation's  most  diversified  private  sector 
organization  dedicated  to  improving  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  our  highway 
transportation  system.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today  to  present  the 
views  of  the  Federation  on  the  FY  '95  budget  request. 

President  CUnton's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1995  had  called  for  full  funding  of  the 
core  highway  program  for  the  first  time  since  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  was  enacted  in  1991.  The  Highway  Users 
Federation  is  in  strong  support  of  the  President's  highway  program  fiinding 
request.  We  recognize  the  current  fiscal  difficulties  and  uncertainties  surrounding 
the  current  transportation  budget  following  the  Senate's  action  on  the  FY  1995 
Budget  Resolution  and  its  desire  to  cut  $26  Billion  m  discretionary  funding.  The 
upcoming  House  and  Senate  Conference  on  the  Budget  Resolution  may  well  mean 
a  reduction  in  available  fiinds  for  transportation  programs.  Fully  funding  the 
highway  programs  of  this  country  must  be  a  top  priority  for  this  Committee.  This 
will  become  an  increasingly  difficult  task  for  the  Committee  and  you  Mr. 
Chairman.  Meanwhile  we  hope  that  you  will  recognize  the  shortfalls  from  the 
past  and  identify  the  urgent  infi-astructure  needs  of  this  country.  Our  highway 
system  must  be  brought  to  a  first  class  system. 

We  concur  in  Secretary  Pena's  remarks  in  February  before  the  Subcommittee  that 
strategic  investment  is  paramount  in  the  promotion  of  growth  in  productivity  and 
employment  needed  to  maintain  an  enhance  our  nation's  competitiveness  in  a 
global  economy,  improve  safety  and  ensure  a  cleaner  environment.  The 
transportation  industry  represent  flilly  17%  or  almost  $1  trillion  of  our  Gross 
Domestic  Product.  Full  fiinding  at  the  authorized  levels  of  ISTEA  will  allow 
completion  of  projects  underway  as  well  as  maintenance  of  the  current 
infi-astructure. 

The  FY  '95  Department  of  Transportation  budget  sets  a  number  of  goals  for 
transportation.  Primary  among  these  goals  in  our  view  is  enactment  of  the 
National  Highway  System  which  will  tie  this  nation  together  through  the 
designation  of  159,000  miles  of  our  nation's  most  economically  important 
highways.  We  congratulate  Secretary  Pena  and  Federal  Highway  Administrator 
Slater  for  their  important  work  on  the  NHS  and  we  stand  full  square  behind  them 
.  in  their  efforts  to  push  for  early  enactment  of  this  important  highway  program. 
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Domestic  Impact 

Mr.  Chairman,  America  needs  the  National  Highway  System.  We  need  it  to 
provide  the  convenience  and  freedom  of  mobility  that  Americans  in  increasing 
numbers  demand  and  to  which  they  have  become  accustomed. 

We  need  it  to  produce  jobs,  reduce  transportation  costs,  make  industry  more 
productive,  improve  North  American  trade  corridors,  and  keep  U.  S.  goods  cost- 
competitive  in  domestic  and  world  markets. 

We  need  it  to  improve  air  quality  by  reducing  urban  congestion. 

We  need  it  to  provide  safer,  easier  access  to  our  national  parks,  cultural  and 
historic  sites,  and  other  travel  destinations. 

We  need  it  to  deploy  military  personnel  and  equipment  quickly  and  efficiently. 

We  need  it  to  reduce  the  carnage  that  still  takes  nearly  40,000  lives  per  year  on  our 
highways. 

And  if  we  want  the  most  efficient  intermodal  transportation  network  in  the  world, 
we  need  the  National  Highway  System  to  provide  access  to  our  ports,  airports, 
railroad  facilities  and  mass  transit  stations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  NHS  is  truly  an  economic  necessity.  But  even  more,  this 
strategic  investment  program  will  be  a  boon  to  our  standard  of  living  ~  providing 
more  employment  and  housing  opportimities,  greater  freedom,  and  better  access  to 
recreation  destinations  —  and  it  will  mean  life  itself  to  thousands  of  highway 
travelers  who  will  benefit  from  the  enhanced  safety  of  wider  lanes,  longer  sight 
distances,  roadway  shoulders,  guardrails,  incident  alert  signals,  and  other 
improvements. 

At  current  authorization  levels  ($6.5  billion  per  year),  the  NHS  will  generate  over 
230,000  jobs  annually.  Most  of  these  good-paying  jobs  are  in  project  design  and 
construction  and  the  service  and  materials  supply  industries. 
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NHS  improvements  —  for  example,  lane  widening,  HOV  construction,  bridge 
modernization,  volume-sensitive  traffic  signals,  and  other  IVHS-type 
improvements  -  will  keep  traffic  moving  more  smoothly,  cutting  congestion.  This 
will  reduce  the  estimated  $40  billion  per  year  in  economic  losses  caused  by 
congestion  in  our  major  urban  areas.  It  also  will  improve  air  quality  and  reduce 
commuter  hassles,  making  our  cities  more  livable.  As  urban  areas  begin 
activating  their  congestion  management  systems,  it  will  be  clear  that  NHS 
improvements  will  be  a  key  element  of  area  wide  strategy  in  all  urban  regions. 

By  providing  better  access  to  travel  destinations,  the  NHS  will  provide  a  better, 
safer  vacation  for  U.  S.  citizens  and  the  44  million  international  visitors  who  travel 
here  annually.  Over  80  percent  of  those  recreation  travelers  reach  their  ultimate 
destination  by  autos,  vans  and  buses  over  the  U.S.  road  system. 

Over  75  percent  of  the  lane  miles  in  the  proposed  NHS  are  located  in  rural 
America.  This  strategic  highway  system  will  help  move  farm  products  to  market 
faster  and  at  less  cost,  helping  to  sustain  employment  opportunities  in  our 
agricultural  heartland. 

While  approximately  60  percent  of  U.S.  households  are  now  within  five  miles  of 
an  Interstate,  nearly  90  percent  of  all  households  will  be  that  close  to  an  NHS 
route.  Likewise,  95  percent  of  U.S.  businesses  will  be  within  five  miles  of  an 
NHS  route,  compared  to  70  percent  that  are  close  to  an  Interstate  today.  This  will 
bring  quality  highway  service  to  approximately  72  million  more  Americans. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  the  NHS  will  save  lives  and  reduce  the 
number  of  injuries  and  the  millions  of  dollars  in  economic  losses  caused  annually 
by  traffic  accidents.  Widening  a  lane  by  one  foot  on  a  two-lane  rural  road  would 
reduce  accidents  by  12  percent,  according  to  FHWA  data,  and  increasing  roadway 
"recovery  distances"  from  4  feet  to  14  feet  reduces  accidents  by  25  percent.  Those 
are  exactly  the  type  of  improvements  to  be  expected  on  many  NHS  routes,  and 
with  those  relatively  simple  but  sometimes  costly  safety  improvement,  we  can 
save  hundreds  of  lives  and  thousands  of  injuries  each  year. 

NHS  and  Trade 

The  GATT  and  NAFTA  trade  agreements  emphasize  the  increasing  importance  of 
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international  trade  to  our  nation's  economic  well-being.  The  transportation 
infrastructure  that  we  put  in  place,  including  the  NHS  and  all  its  vital  intermodal 
links,  will  significantly  impact  the  extent  to  which  we  take  advantage  of 
international  commerce  ~  particularly  with  our  neighbors  in  Latin  American  and 
the  Pacific  Rim  nations  ~  and  how  successfully  we  respond  to  global  competition. 
We  must  recognize  the  strategic  role  transportation  plays  in  our  future  global 
economy,  and  begin  investing  more  wisely  today  in  the  structure  and  technologies 
that  will  enable  us  to  gain  a  competitive  edge.  As  we  view  our  surrounding  world, 
we  see  many  examples  of  the  relationship  between  a  sound  transportation 
infrastructure  and  economic  expansion. 


NHS  &  ISTEA 

Despite  the  clear  need  for,  and  benefits  of,  the  National  Highway  System,  this 
Subcommittee  may  hear  from  those  who  would  argue  that  it  is  an  ill-conceived 
program  that  should  either  be  substantially  modified  or  outright  killed  by  the 
Congress.  These  antagonists  will  state  that  ISTEA's  NHS  provisions  are 
inadequate  in  several  respects  and  that,  ultimately,  the  NHS  program  is 
inconsistent  with  ISTEA's  new  paradigm  for  assessing  transportation  needs  and 
performance.  I  will  address  several  of  these  points  briefly,  and  would  be  happy  to 
discuss  them  fiirther  with  the  Subcommittee  at  any  time 

The  Highway  Users  Federation  believes  the  Congress,  in  its  passage  of  ISTEA, 
established  an  effective  balance  between  strategic  (or  national)  transportation 
priorities  on  one  hand  and  local  priorities  on  the  other.  Counting  Interstate 
Maintenance,  NHS,  and  assuming  strategic  value  in  half  of  the  bridge  ftinds,  in 
1996  and  1997  you  will  provide  about  $9  billion  for  strategic  highway  and  bridge 
investments.    The  remaining  $11  billion  highway  program  and  all  of  the  $5-7 
■billion  in  transit  ftinds  are  aimed  at,  or  readily  available  for  use  on,  purely  state 
and  local  transportation  priorities.  There  will  be  no  federal  priority  setting,  little 
federal  oversight,  maximum  flexibility  ~  and  by  definition,  little  or  no  concern  for 
long-distance  transportation  needs  ~  on  projects  financed  with  non-strategic 
federal  fionds. 

Some,  including  the  Federation,  would  have  preferred  that  the  federal-aid  highway 
program  be  more  heavily  weighted  toward  strategic  highway  improvements. 
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Others  have  urged  you  to  put  even  more  resources  into  local  priorities.  But  the 
bottom  line  is:  ISTEA  established  a  balance  which  can  only  be  preserved  by  the 
strategic  focus  of  the  NHS  program. 

There  are  three  components  of  the  NHS  that  are  crucial  to  its  ability  to  perform  as 
Congress  intended: 

•  NHS  routes  must  serve  strategic  transportation  needs,  providing  service 
across  national,  state  and  local  borders. 

In  order  to  continue  appropriate  improvements  on  NHS  routes,  dedicated 
funding  must  be  set  at  a  minimum  of  $6.5  billion  per  year—  the  current 
level. 

•  The  NHS  must  allow  added  highway  capacity  improvements  where 
appropriate,  in  order  to  accommodate  increased  traffic  as  specific  areas 
experience  economic  growth. 

An  NHS  program  with  those  characteristics  will  provide  the  nation  with  a  border- 
to-border,  coast-to-coast  network  of  strategic  highways  that  connect  other 
transportation  facilities  and  truly  serve  as  the  backbone  of  our  national 
transportation  system.  A  program  without  those  characteristics  will  not.  It  is  that 
simple. 

Therefore,  the  Highway  Users  Federation  strongly  opposes  modifications  to  the 
NHS  program  that  would:  1)  permit  state  or  local  officials  to  delete  NHS  routes 
and  substitute  non-highway  facilities,  2)  require  states  to  suballocate  NHS  funds  to 
metropolitan  areas;  3)  prohibit  the  use  of  NHS  ftinds  for  new  construction, 
including  land  additions,  and  other  capacity-expansion  projects;  or  4)  in  general, 
modify  the  sound  NHS  provisions  Congress  enacted  in  ISTEA. 

ISTEA  placed  considerable  new  emphasis  on  funding  flexibility  and  more  state 
and  local  control  in  establishing  transportation  plans  and  priorities.  We  believe 
the  enacted  concept  of  the  NHS  is  one  of  the  most  effective  elements  of  ISTEA, 
and  it  already  provides  sufficient  opportunity  for  local  participation  and 
independent  oversight. 
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FHWA  has  already  reported  that  NHS  routes  were  designated  through  the  state 
and  metropolitan  planning  processes  and  that  metropolitan  planning  organizations 
signed  off  on  routes  designated  in  their  respective  jurisdictions.  Moreover,  any 
NHS  project  undertaken  in  the  future  in  metropolitan  areas  must  be  consistent 
with  the  required  state  and  metropolitan  transportation  planning  process. 

In  addition,  NHS  funds  are  already  extremely  flexible.  Up  to  50  percent  of  the 
funds  can  be  transferred  to  other  categories  at  the  state's  discretion,  and  the 
remaining  50  percent  can  be  transferred  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation.  Frankly,  these  provisions  concerned  us  when  they  were  enacted, 
lest  strategic  long-term  system  needs  be  subverted  to  other  local  priorities. 
Nevertheless,  we  have  been  willing  to  accept  the  Congress'  intended  balanced 
approach  with  ISTEA,  and  we  are  not  proposing  that  these  provisions  be  modified. 

Also,  it  is  clear  that  NHS  projects,  like  all  other  federal-aid  highway  projects,  will 
have  to  meet  applicable  federal  and  state  environmental  laws,  including 
heightened  standards  for  public  participation  and  review.  In  clean  air  non- 
attainment  areas,  NHS  projects  will  be  subject  to  the  same  rigorous  requirement  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  as  any  other  federal-aid  highway 
project.  Those  projects  that  do  provide  additional  highway  capacity  will  be 
particularly  closely  scrutinized.  Supplemental  arbitrary  restrictions  are  clearly  not 
warranted. 

Finally,  as  the  links  which  provide  access  to  ports,  airports,  rail  terminals,  and 
mass  transit  stations,  NHS  routes  will  be  improved  to  permit  the  intermodal 
efficiencies  that  are  the  vision  and  promise  of  ISTEA.  In  that  context ,  a  program 
to  focus  federal  fiinds  on  this  critical  transportation  link  is  not  only  consistent 
with,  but  vital  to,  the  new  emphasis  and  direction  of  ISTEA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Highway  Users  Federation  joins  with  and  supports  Secretary  of 
Transportation  Pena's  statement  before  this  Subcommittee  in  March  when  he  said, 
"I  consider  the  NHS  to  be  the  cornerstone  of  our  future  highway  network  and  the 
backbone  of  a  national  transportation  system.  The  159,000  mile  system  the 
Department  proposes  consists  of  only  4  percent  of  the  National's  roads  yet  carriers 
40  percent  of  the  Nation's  highway  travel  and  70  percent  of  the  commercial  truck 
traffic  and  80  percent  of  tourist  traffic.  Because  these  are  the  most  productive 
roads,  Federal  funds  directed  toward  the  NHS  would  be  strategically  invested  — 
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we  get  the  most  out  of  our  transportation  dollar." 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  diversified  members  of  our  Federation,  I  would 
strongly  urge  your  Subcommittee  to  ftilly  fund  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  which  contains  our  number  one  priority,  the 
National  Highway  System. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to 
questions  at  the  appropriate  time. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Dr.  Ruane? 

Dr.  RuANE.  Grood  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Cole- 
man. Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  this 
morning  to  share  our  thoughts  on  the  fiscal  1995  funding  picture 
for  transportation. 

As  other  witnesses  have  noted  this  morning,  we  also,  the  Amer- 
ican Road  and  Transportation  Builders  Association,  are  keenly 
aware  of  the  constraints  that  this  committee  is  operating  under, 
given  last  year's  budget  agreement  and  all  the  other  demands  for 
resources  before  this  committee.  So  our  comments  are  in  that  con- 
text, and  please  be  aware  of  that. 

We  would  have  to  endorse  fully  the  comments  of  my  colleague, 
Les  Lamm,  in  the  last  few  minutes  and  the  points  he  made,  and 
I  will  echo  some  of  them  myself  in  a  moment. 

We  also,  of  course,  fully  endorse  full  funding  of  ISTEA,  both  the 
highway  side  and  the  transit  side,  and  I  think  it  is  perhaps  super- 
fluous to  mention  even  with  that  funding  we  still  will  not  be  meet- 
ing the  needs  of  the  Nation  as  identified  by  a  number  of  reports 
that  this  committee  is  very  familiar  with. 

In  fact,  just  last  week,  in  other  testimony,  it  was  interesting  to 
note  comments  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  Federal 
Transit  Administrator  on  this  issue.  And  the  figure — it  has  dropped 
a  little  bit,  but  it  is  now  on  the  order  of  $12  billion  short  each  year 
in  terms  of  the  money  dedicated  just  to  maintain  our  existing  con- 
ditions. And  the  optimist  in  me  would  say,  that  is  essentially  just 
marching  in  place.  The  pessimist  would  say,  really,  we  perhaps  are 
going  backwards.  But  that  is  out  of  context. 

I  think  the  real  point  here  is  to  acknowledge  the  great  support 
of  this  committee  and  the  Congress  as  a  whole,  the  administration, 
has  given  the  transportation  investment  in  recent  years,  and  we  do 
not  mean  to  diminish  that  at  all. 

We  do  support  the  full  amount  authorized  in  ISTEA  for  transit 
as  well  as  highways,  but  I  think  it  is  important  to  note  from  our 
perspective  on  that  point — and  let  us  mention  this  in  a  different 
context.  I  think  it  is  instructive  when  you  look  at  the  number  that 
has  been  transferred  from  highway  to  transited  programs  and 
match  that  up  against  the  needs  as  identified  by  the  Federal  Tran- 
sit Administration  you  see  that  they  come  very  close  to  that. 

As  far  as  the  National  Highway  System  proposal  goes,  this  is, 
likewise,  the  major  priority  for  ARBTA  and,  really,  the  entire  in- 
dustry, I  think  it  is  fair  to  say.  And  we  ourselves  are  not  in  favor 
of  any  additional  flexibility  in  that  arena  and,  in  fact,  would  argue 
that  that  part  of  ISTEA  be  changed  so  that  the  funds  for  the  Na- 
tional Highway  System  cannot  be  transferred.  We  do  hope  that  this 
year  we  will  witness  the  Congress  passing  that  legislation. 

I  think  it  is  also  instructive  to  note  another  comment  that  came 
from  administration  witnesses  in  recent  days.  Putting  this  in  per- 
spective, when  you  look  at  this  year's  level  of  spending,  when  you 
adjust  it  for  inflation  and  put  it  into  constant  dollars,  we  are  talk- 
ing about  a  spending  level  of,  really,  1965.  So  while  we  can  all  be 
very  happy  with  the  growth,  the  perspective  again  is  we  really  are 
in  a  kind  of  steady  state  situation  and  perhaps  even  going  back- 
wards. 
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We  also  mention  in  our  testimony  some  long-term  financing  is- 
sues that  this  committee  is  well  aware  of.  I  will  quickly  go  over 
them.  Again,  you  have  addressed  these  in  the  past,  and,  hopefully, 
you  will  have  the  opportunity  to  continue  to  do  so. 

The  whole  issue  of  how  the  trust  fund  is  impacted  by  the  use  of 
alternative  fuels.  The  mandates  that  are  emerging,  even  as  we 
speak,  from  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  EPA  could  cost  an  addi- 
tional $500  million  in  addition  to  the  500  we  already  have.  We  are, 
of  course,  in  favor  of  repealing  the  subsidy  that  particular  industry 
enjoys.  The  whole  tax  evasion  issue,  which  I  know  you  have  ad- 
dressed in  the  past,  we  are  losing  nearly  half  a  billion  dollars  a 
year. 

We  also  are  major  advocates  of  increased  public-private  partner- 
ships in  transportation.  And,  of  course,  I  think  it  goes  without  say- 
ing, again  to  echo  previous  positions,  that  any  gas  tax  not  used  for 
transportation  should  be  turned  back  into  the  Highway  Trust 
Fund. 

Further  than  that,  we  believe  there  will  come  a  day  where  this 
committee,  while  it  is  not  your  direct  jurisdiction,  we  know  the 
leadership  and  the  Members  will  have  a  large  role  to  play  in  this 
issue,  that  Congress  consider  very  seriously  indexing  the  motor 
fuels  tax  so  we  do  not  have  this  inflationary  impact  even  with  the 
increased  spending.  The  bang  for  the  buck  is  not  there  as  it  could 
be. 

And,  of  course,  the  ultimate  solution — again,  we  have  testified 
and  you  are  well  aware  of  the  support  of  the  industry  for  a  capital 
budget  in  the  U.S.  Federal  Government  to  try  to  get  at  the  problem 
that  the  various  budget  agreements  do  create.  And,  of  course,  last 
year,  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  did,  in  fact,  pass  a  bill 
on  that  issue. 

In  summary,  I  think  it  is  important  to  again  underscore  what  my 
colleague  mentioned  about  the  National  Highway  System  and  the 
fact  that  this  needs  to  be  addressed  by  the  Congress  this  year,  the 
idea  of  fully  funding  ISTEA  for  both  major  transportation  modes. 

And  also  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  commend  this  committee 
once  again  for  your  leadership  last  year  and  request  you  once  again 
consider  a  moratorium  on  funding  for  any  crumb  rubber  asphalt 
material.  And,  in  fact,  we  favor  the  repeal  of  that  specific  piece  of 
ISTEA  legislation. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  committee,  I'll  be  glad  to  an- 
swer any  questions  you  might  have.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you.  Dr.  Ruane. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Peter  Ruane  follows:! 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wolf,  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I  am  Pete  Ruane, 
president  and  CEO  of  the  American  Road  and  Transportation  Builders  Association 
(ARTBA).  I  am  pleased  to  present  the  views  of  our  4,000  members  on  funding  for  federal 
transportation  programs  in  fiscal  year  1995 

ARTBA  was  founded  in  1902  It  is  the  only  national  association  devoted  solely  to 
the  planning,  construction  and  safe  operation  of  transportation  facilities  of  all  types.  Our 
membership,  located  throughout  the  nation,  is  comprised  of  contractors,  engineers  and 
planners,  equipment  manufacturers,  materials  suppliers,  financial  institutions,  educators 
and  transportation  officials  from  federal,  state  and  local  governments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ARTBA  fully  endorses  the  funding  of  highway  and  transit  activities 
at  the  levels  contained  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA). 
The  president's  proposed  budget  for  fiscal  1995  continues  the  growth  of  funding  for 
highway  programs  that  in  recent  years  has  reached  the  highest  level  in  history. 

Unfortunately,  even  these  amounts  are  inadequate  to  meet  the  identified  needs  of 
the  nation's  highway  system.  The  Department  of  Transportation's  1993  report  to  Congress 
on  the  condition  of  roads  and  bridges  showed  a  backlog  of  $290  billion  worth  of  needed 
work.  Investment  in  highways  and  bridges,  by  all  levels  of  government,  currently  falls 
about  $12  billion  a  year  short  of  just  maintaining  current  conditions,  even  with  fijll 
funding. 

As  an  example  of  the  conditions  faced  by  American  motorists,  the  states 
represented  by  the  leadership  of  this  subcommittee,  Michigan  and  Virginia,  each  have 
more  than  3,500  highway  bridges  classified  by  the  FHWA  as  "deficient" 

The  Federal  Transit  Administration  says  it  needs  $3  9  billion  in  capital  fijnds 
annually  to  maintain  the  current  conditions  and  performance  of  transit  systems.         To 
eliminate  the  backlog  of  investment  needs  and  expand  capabilities,  another  $3.6  billion  a 
year  would  be  needed. 

WHiile  the  president's  budget  technically  does  not  provide  for  fijll  funding  of  either 
the  highway  or  transit  programs  at  the  levels  authorized  in  ISTEA,  it  does  recommend  the 
full  amounts  authorized  for  capital  spending  In  the  case  of  highways,  the  total  of  $20.2 
billion  includes  $18.3  billion  to  support  core  activities  for  which  funds  generally  are 
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allocated  to  the  states  by  formula.  The  $4.8  billion  proposed  for  transit  includes  about 
S3. 8  billion  for  capital  expenditures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  instructive  to  compare  the  needs  situations  of  the  highway  and 
transit  programs  in  the  context  of  ISTEA  provisions  which  make  possible  the  transfer  of 
funds  from  the  Highway  Account  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  to  transit  activities.  This 
flexibility  was  a  key  feature  of  ISTEA  supported  by  those  who  saw  it  as  a  way  to  restrict 
highway  construction  and  channel  more  money  into  transit  systems. 

Federal  Transit  Administrator  Gordon  Linton  reported  last  week  that  in  the  two- 
and-a-half  years  since  ISTEA  was  enacted,  $970  million  have  been  shifted  to  transit.  This 
amount  apparently  is  much  less  than  flexibility  supporters  had  expected.  They  are  now 
proposing  changes  in  the  law  to  provide  even  more  opportunities  to  move  funds  needed 
for  highway  improvements  to  transit  and  are  encouraging  federal  transportation  officials  to 
push  state  and  local  governments  to  make  such  transfers  ARTBA  does  not  believe  more 
flexibility  is  warranted. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  you  add  the  $500  million  expected  in  flexible  funds  for 
all  of  this  year  to  the  $4.6  billion  provided  through  the  appropriations  process,  the  transit 
program  will  have  available  the  full  amount  authorized  by  ISTEA. 

ARTBA  believes  that  full  funding  for  both  highway  and  transit  programs  should  be 
achieved  by  providing  the  amounts  authorized  in  ISTEA,  not  by  shifting  from  one 
program  to  the  other.  The  identified  needs  of  the  nation's  highway  system  are  so  great 
that  every  dollar  authorized  should  be  utilized  in  reducing  the  existing  $290  billion 
backlog. 

Because  of  the  vital  importance  of  the  National  Highway  System,  our  association 
has  proposed  that  Congress  delete  from  ISTEA  the  authority  to  transfer  funds  authorized 
for  the  NHS  to  other  programs. 

The  prospect  for  improving  America's  highways  is  not  encouraging  when  we 
consider  that  the  growth  in  highway  spending  is  not  keeping  up  with  the  growth  in 
demand.  Last  week.  Federal  Highway  Administrator  Rodney  Slater  testified  before 
Congress  that,  in  constant  dollars,  capital  spending  for  highways  now  is  about  what  it  was 
in  1965.  At  the  same  time,  there  have  been  great  increases  in  population,  vehicle  miles 
traveled  and  other  factors  that  require  more  investment  in  highways. 

Congress  and  the  administration,  therefore,  must  look  at  the  long-term  financing 
needs  if  this  nation  is  to  keep  abreast  of  its  surface  transportation  needs.  The  existing 
resources  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  already  are  strained  to  meet  current  demands.  The 
development  of  more  fuel  efficient  cars  and  trucks  has  slowed  the  growth  in  the 
consumption  of  motor  fuels  despite  an  increase  in  travel.  Growing  use  of  alternative  fuels, 
which  are  not  taxed  at  the  same  rate  as  gasoline,  already  denies  the  trust  fund  $500  million 
a  year  in  income. 
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The  impact  of  alternate  fuels  could  grow  if  regulations  proposed  by  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  go  into  effect   Imposed  under  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  they  would  require  expanded  use  of  ethanol  in  a  number  of  major  cities 
suffering  from  high  pollution  levels.  If  other  urban  areas  also  begin  using  more  ethanol,  the 
impact  on  the  trust  fund  has  been  estimated  to  be  more  than  SI  billion  a  year. 

This  exemption  has  been  in  effect  since  1 974  when  Congress  sought  to  stimulate 
development  of  the  alternate  fuels  industry.  For  the  most  part,  this  tax  subsidy  benefits 
only  a  few  mega-firms  in  the  agriculture  industry.  The  production  of  agriculture-based 
fijels  is  fijlly  developed  and  their  use  is  now  mandated  by  federal  law.  Clearly,  there  is  no 
rational  reason  to  continue  a  preferential  tax  rate  which  denies  the  benefits  of  better  roads 
to  the  traveling  public. 

Congress  can  resolve  the  situation  simply  by  repealing  the  lower  tax  rate  for  non- 
petroleum  fuels.  At  the  same  time,  an  equivalent  tax  should  be  imposed  on  all  other  fuels, 
such  as  electricity  and  natural  gas,  which  are  used  to  power  cars,  trucks  and  buses. 

There  are  other  steps  that  should  be  considered  in  restructuring  the  surface 
transportation  financing  mechanism: 

•  Tighter  enforcement  of  tax  evasion  programs,  which  could  net  as  much  as  $1 
billion  a  year  more  for  the  trust  fund; 

•  Greater  use  must  be  made  of  the  opportunities  for  infrastructure  development 
through  the  public-private  ventures  provisions  of  the  ISTEA, 

•  The  4.3  cents-per-gallon  of  the  motor  fliels  tax  enacted  last  year  for  deficit 
reduction  should  be  transferred  to  the  trust  flind; 

•  The  motor  fliels  tax  rate  should  be  indexed  to  compensate  for  changing 
economic  conditions. 

All  of  these  actions  would  greatly  strengthen  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  but  they 
still  would  not  provide  all  of  the  resources  to  eliminate  the  $290  billion  backlog  in 
highway  needs,  including  an  estimated  $66  billion  a  year  for  the  new  National  Highway 
System,  and  the  $7.5  billion  a  year  needed  to  improve  transit  conditions.  That  can  only  be 
done  by  a  substantial  increase  in  the  motor  fuels  tax  of  10  to  15  cents-per-gallon. 

With  gasoline  selling  at  the  lowest  price  in  many  years,  in  absolute  dollars,  a  gas 
tax  increase  would  pose  little  if  any  burden  on  highway  users.  European  motor  fijel  taxes 
average  about  eight  times  those  in  this  country  Over  the  years,  ARTBA  had  sponsored 
nationwide  public  opinion  polls  which  have  consistently  shown  that  motorists  are  willing 
to  pay  a  higher  motor  fuel  tax  if  the  proceeds  are  used  exclusively  to  build  better 
transportation  facilities. 
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The  gas  tax  provides  59  percent  of  federal  highway  funds,  so  if  any  substantial 
increase  in  trust  fund  revenues  is  to  be  enacted,  it  is  logical  that  this  established  source  is 
the  first  place  to  look. 

An  important  component  of  all  infrastructure  programs  in  the  years  ahead  must  be 
a  capital  budget  for  the  federal  government. 

Co-mingling  in  the  budget  of  long-term  capital  investments  with  day-to-day 
operating  expenses  distorts  the  situation  and  makes  ditTicult  the  rational  planning  and 
development  of  transportation  facilities  involving  the  commitment  of  funds  which  are 
spent  and  generate  benefits  over  a  number  of  years 

The  House  Public  Works  &  Transportation  Committee  last  year  approved  capital 
budget  legislation.  That  action  should  be  viewed  as  just  the  first  step  in  securing  ultimate 
enactment  of  a  capital  budget  requirement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to  vigorously  moving  to  meet  accumulated  highway 
needs,  this  country  also  must  adopt  an  approach  to  road  construction  that  results  in 
roadways  that  last  longer.  For  several  decades,  we  have  concentrated  on  bringing  the 
Interstate  system  to  completion  as  quickly  as  possible  to  establish  a  nationwide, 
interconnected  freeway  network.  These  routes  were  designed  with  a  20-year  life  span. 
The  time  has  come  to  turn  our  attention  to  at  least  doublino  that  useful  life. 
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Recent  attention  to  European  roadbuilding  methods  has  sparked  interest  in  the 
United  States  in  more  durable  roads.  The  construction  techniques  and  materials  that  have 
allowed  European  countries  to  build  roads  that  last  40  to  50  years  are  available  here.  What 
is  missing  is  the  commitment  to  the  higher  initial  cost 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  already  is  exploring  the  use  of  life  cycle  cost 
analysis  to  help  produce  more  durable  roads.  Administrator  Slater  said  last  week  that  the 
agency  is  looking  to  focus  on  building  the  new  National  Highway  System  (NHS)  to  a 
higher  standard  that  will  provide  a  greater  return  on  the  taxpayer  investment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ARTBA  believes  that  Congress  should  direct  that  steps  should  be 
taken  to  require  any  construction  or  reconstruction  of  roadways  on  the  NHS  be  carried 
out  to  produce  at  least  a  40-year  life  for  the  pavement  While  the  cost  may  be  higher,  the 
benefits  are  huge  in  terms  of  maintenance,  efficiency  and  the  avoidance  of  reconstruction. 

One  of  the  most  important  tasks  before  the  103  rd  Congress  is  approval  of  routes 
on  the  National  Highway  System  so  that  work  can  begin  in  earnest  on  making  it  what  the 
Department  of  Transportation  calls  "backbone  of  the  national  intermodal  transportation, 
network."  There  is  no  need  or  reason  to  delay  approving  the  NHS  "map"  this  year. 
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Finally,  ARTE  A  endorses  repeal  of  that  portion  of  ISTEA  which  mandates  the  use 
of  crumb  rubber  in  asphalt  pavements.  We  commend  this  subcommittee  for  imposing  a 
moratorium  on  the  implementation  of  this  requirement  while  issues  relating  to  crumb 
rubber  usage  were  examined. 

We  believe  that  the  disposal  of  used  tires  should  receive  serious  attention,  but  the 
evidence  overwhelmingly  shows  that  using  crumb  rubber  as  a  highway  paving  material 
causes  more  problems,  both  environmentally  and  in  the  construction  process,  that  it 
resolves. 

That  concludes  our  prepared  testimony.  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any 
questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  want  to  thank  you  both  for  your  testimony,  appre- 
ciate it  very  much. 

And,  Les,  I  sent  you  a  letter  the  other  day.  I  don't  know  if  you 
saw  it.  But  if  you  have  any  ideas  on  that. 

Mr.  Lamm.  I  sent  one  back  to  you  Friday.  I  have  a  copy,  if  you 
have  not  received  it  yet. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay,  thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Ruane. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you.  I  saw  their  statements  as  well.  I  have 
no  questions,  but  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  want  to  make  a  couple  of  comments.  We  are  as  anx- 
ious as  you  are  for  the  NHS  bill  because,  in  part,  it  contains  some 
important  updating  of  appropriations  and  authorizations,  as  you 
point  out.  I  do  not  see  any  possibility  that  we  will  be  able  to 
achieve  full  funding  of  ISTEA  in  all  categories.  It  just  simply  is  not 
in  the  cards. 

We  know  the  importance  of  road,  bridge  transit  construction  in 
the  country.  We  know  how  important  it  is  in  the  country.  We  know 
as  well,  as  you  pointed  out,  the  number  of  reports  that  indicate 
that  we  actually  should  increase  our  funding  in  our  capital  invest- 
ment. We  would  love  to  do  all  those  things. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  time  and  attention  that  you  have 
given  the  committee  and  to  this  Chairman  personally  for  your  ad- 
vice and  counsel.  Both  of  you  are  recognized  leaders  in  the  trans- 
portation area  and  thankful  that  you  gave  us  some  time  this  morn- 
ing. 

Mr.  Ruane.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Lamm.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

STATE  ROUTE  57  INTERCHANGE  IMPROVEMENTS 

PROJECT 

WITNESS 
GLENN  PARKER,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  BREA,  CA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mayor  Glenn  Parker  of  Brea, 
California.  Nice  to  have  you  here.  We  will  put  your  statement  into 
the  record  and  ask  that  you  summarize  your  request. 

Mr.  Parker.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  do 
that. 

I  am  sorry  Congressman  Kim  could  not  be  here  with  me  this 
morning.  He  was  sdready  in  California,  and,  of  course,  when  the  fu- 
neral announcement  for  President  Nixon  was  announced,  he  de- 
cided it  did  not  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  be  traveling  back  here  for 
a  few  hours  and  head  back  on  a  plane.  So,  hopefully,  I  can  cover 
a  lot  of  the  same  points  he  did  as  well. 

I  do  have  a  few  graphics  here  to  let  you  know  a  little  bit  about 
the  project. 
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For  those  of  you  unfamiliar  with  where  Brea  is  located,  we  are 
about  35  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles  and — to  use  a  landmark  that 
a  lot  of  you  might  be  familiar  with — we  are  about  10  miles  north 
of  Disneyland.  So  we  are  in  the  northeastern  corner  of  Orange 
County. 

At  one  time  this  area  was  considered  sort  of  the  outskirts,  the 
suburbs  of  Los  Angeles,  and  in  those  years  our  transportation  sys- 
tem was  quite  effective.  Today,  due  to  the  extensive  growth  of  Los 
Angeles  and  the  entire  Orange  County  area,  we  have  become  ur- 
banized. 

What  we  are  seeking  your  assistance  on,  is  a  project  that  will 
mitigate  what  is  a  regional  problem  as  a  result  of  this.  Brea  is  here 
on  the  map,  and  the  site  we  are  talking  about  is  the  area  in  blue 
on  the  map.  Brea  is  right  there  in  the  center.  And  then  we  have 
actually  shown  the  different  counties  in  the  area  in  different  colors. 
So  Orange  County  in  yellow  and  then  the  three  other  counties  in 
the  differing  colors. 

That  shows  you  we  are  basically  at  a  four-comers  site  which  is 
a  gateway  from  the  San  Bernardino,  Riverside  and  eastern  Los  An- 
geles counties  into  Orange  County. 

This  area  up  here  on  the  top  is  all  hills  and  canyons.  So,  basi- 
cally, there  is  only  one  major  thoroughfare  through  there  and  that 
is  SR  57,  which  is  the  subject  of  this  project.  This  area  is  very  stra- 
tegic in  terms  of  regional  commerce. 

In  addition  to  being  one  of  the  largest  commercial  centers  in  Or- 
ange County,  we  also  serve  as  host  to  the  second  largest  regional 
mall  in  Orange  County,  the  Brea  Mall. 

But  along  with  this  strategic  economic  position  comes  some  re- 
sponsibilities and  some  burdens.  And  although  Brea  is  a  small  city 
in  the  evening  of  only  34,000  residents  during  the  daytime  our  pop- 
ulation swells  to  well  over  100,000  as  a  result  of  all  that  incoming 
traffic. 

In  addition,  there  are  thousands  of  cars  that  commute  through 
the  city  to  get  to  other  points  to  the  east  and  to  the  south.  And  so 
we  truly  are  a  gateway  or  a  funnel  from  those  inland  counties 
which  have  become  pretty  much  residential  areas. 

We  are  proposing  to  expand  the  State  Route  57  freeway  off 
ramps  to  make  them  more  effective  and  to  accommodate  the  traffic 
that  comes  through  them  in  a  more  efficient  manner.  Currently, 
the  number  of  cars  that  go  througTi  this  corridor  daily  are  in  excess 
of  200,000.  And  in  Southern  California  a  lot  of  people  tend  to  focus 
on  the  1-5  as  being  the  largest  of  the  corridors. 

A  very  interesting  statistic  is  the  fact  that  at  the  Los  Angeles 
county  line  the  57  freeway  generates  a  thousand  more  cars  per  day 
than  the  5  freeway  does  at  the  L.A  county  line.  So  although  the 
1-5  is  considered  to  be  such  a  major  corridor,  actually  the  SR  57 
is  more  significant  in  many  ways. 

Currently,  SCAG,  the  Southern  California  Association  of  Govern- 
ments, commissioned  a  four-comer  study  on  regional  traffic  in  this 
area  because  they  felt  that  this  area  was  being  possibly  neglected 
because  of  where  all  the  counties  came  together  people  sort  of  for- 
got about  the  transitional  issues  between  the  four  counties. 

As  a  result  of  that,  SCAG  has  now  formed  a  multiagency  trans- 
portation plginning  policy  committee  which  involves  the  four  coun- 
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ties,  three  of  CALTRANS  districts  and  seven  cities.  It  is  the  first 
of  this  type  of  regional  coordination  taking  place  in  California  that 
we  are  aware  of  to  try  to  overcome  some  of  these  issues  of  things 
that  fall  between  the  cracks  between  all  these  different  planning 
organizations. 

Currently,  the  only  two  off  ramps  off  SR  57  are  Lambert  Road 
and  Imperial  Highway.  What  we  see  here  is  the  Lambert  Road  con- 
figuration. What  happens  at  these  off  ramps  is  that  we  will  have 
severe  congestion  by  the  backup  of  traffic  on  to  the  freeway.  We  ac- 
tually— during  several  periods  of  the  day,  during  rush  hour  pri- 
marily, of  course,  and  then  even  on  weekends  occasionally,  when 
there  are  special  events  in  the  area,  we  will  have  traffic  actually 
back  up  on  the  off  ramp  all  the  way  into  the  active  lanes  of  traffic 
on  the  freeway.  That,  obviously,  causes  some  safety  problems. 

Cars  are  brought  to  a  halt  quickly,  and  we  even  have  situations 
when  people  are  brought  to  a  halt  that  they  try  to  get  around  the 
traffic,  and  you  have  oncoming  traffic  coming  at  high  rates  of 
speed,  so  it  is  a  significant  safety  issue  that  occurs  at  these  off 
ramps. 

We  have  identified  some  potential  solutions  to  the  traffic  transi- 
tion issues  within  the  area.  First,  we  decided  that  we  needed  to 
move  traffic  much  more  quickly  off  the  ramps  onto  city  streets,  so 
in  1989  we  committed  $3.75  million  of  our  money  to  a  project  to 
widen  the  intersections  and  the  roadway  of  Lambert  Road  where 
it  intersects  the  freeway.  That  did  help  in  getting  traffic  off  the 
freeway  in  a  more  effective  manner,  but  we  still  have  the  backups 
occurring. 

On  Imperial  Highway,  that  has  been  identified  by  Orange  Coun- 
ty Transportation  Authority  as  one  of  their  smart  streets,  and  now 
we  are  in  the  final  phase  of  a  $19  million  project  which  was  funded 
63  percent  by  local  money,  most  of  it  from  the  City  of  Brea.  Again, 
there  we  widened  intersections,  widened  the  street  to  accommodate 
the  traffic  coming  off  of  the  freeway  in  a  more  effective  manner. 

So  what  we  have  is  a  situation  right  now  where  the  highways 
have  been  improved.  CALTRANS  improved  the  freeway  with  an 
additional  general  use  lane  and  an  HOV  lane. 

And  we  have  what  I  call  these  weak  link  ramps — transition 
ramps — between  them  that  do  not  effectively  handle  the  flow  of 
traffic  that  is  on  SR  57  and  these  two  highways.  Imperial  Highway 
being  a  State  highway,  and  Lambert  Road  also  serves  another 
State  highway  which  connects  to  it  just  about  two  miles  down  the 
road. 

So  our  second  solution  is  to  increase  the  capacity  of  these  actual 
off  ramps.  Currently,  the  Lambert  off  ramp  accommodates  70  cars 
northbound  and  113  cars  southbound.  We  propose  to  expand  that 
to  94  cars  northbound  and  165  cars  southbound. 

On  the  Imperial  Highway  intersection,  which  we  have  here  in 
front  of  us  now,  that  currently  accommodates  80  cars,  and  we  pro- 
pose to  expand  that  to  110. 

Widening  will  also  add  lanes  to  both  intersections  which  will 
speed  the  exit  from  the  freeway  and,  therefore,  eliminate  that  weak 
link. 

We  have  had  many  conversations  with  local  businesses  when 
they  have  talked  about  locating  within  our  area,  and  traffic  issues 
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are  mentioned  very,  very  often  as  a  significant  issue.  Most  recently 
General  Electric,  which  has  a  division  within  Brea,  told  us  that 
they  decided  not  to  locate  another  division  there  because  the  traffic 
issues  on  SR  57  were  becoming  too  difficult  for  their  employees  to 
negotiate.  And  we  have  had  others  that  have  left  the  region  due 
to  that  issue. 

Customers  decide  to  shop  in  the  area  also  based  upon  their  ease 
of  getting  in  and  out  of  the  regional  shopping  center. 

So,  basically,  what  we  are  looking  to  do  is  make  the  area  more, 
quote,  user  friendly  for  the  commuters  and  the  business  users 
within  the  community. 

This  is  a  very  simple  project.  The  rights  of  way  have  been  al- 
ready acquired.  All  of  the  environmental  clearances  have  been  re- 
ceived, preliminary  design  has  been  completed,  and  it  is  a  basic  no 
frills,  bare  bones  project.  There  is  no  landscaping  involved  in  this, 
and  it  is  purely  a  functional  project  to  get  the  job  done,  to  finish 
this  whole  regional  improvement  that  we  have  been  working  on  for 
many  years  now. 

So  we  are  requesting  your  help  to  finish  this  project,  just  as  we 
have  in  the  past,  and  we  are  putting  our  money  where  our  mouth 
is.  We  spent  over  $15  million  of  our  own  funds  already.  We  are 
committing  an  additional  $450,000  to  the  final  design  for  this 
project,  and  we  are  seeking  $950,000  for  construction  costs  to  be 
able  to  finish  the  project. 

As  we  have  noted,  we  have  had  significant  regional  support  for 
major  retailers,  manufacturers,  distribution  centers,  as  well  as  all 
the  surrounding  cities  in  this  effort.  We  feel  that  this  very  small 
investment  would  do  a  great  deal  to  maximize  an  existing  invest- 
ment, use  what  we  have  better,  in  other  words. 

It  would  help  from  the  standpoint  of  clean  air  impacts  because 
we  would  not  have  all  the  cars  idling  there  for  such  a  significant 
amount  of  time,  we  would  improve  the  safety  of  the  system  in  the 
area,  and  we  would  also  help  effectuate  the  rebound  of  the  economy 
within  this  region. 

So  with  that,  again,  we  want  to  ask  for  your  help,  and  we  think 
it  is  a  modest  project  that  has  very  significant  benefits  as  a  result 
of  the  investment.  So  a  big  bang  for  your  buck,  and  so,  essentially, 
we  are  asking  for  your  help,  and  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Mayor. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mayor  Parker  follows:] 
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ood  afternoon.  As  Mayor  of  the  Qty  of  Brea,  California,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  Honorable  Members  of  ti\e 
Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for  allowing  me  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  on  behalf  of  my  dty  and  others  throughout  the 
Southern  California  region  who  utilize  our  transportation  infrastruc- 
ture. 


For  those  imf amiliar  with  Brea,  we  are  located  about  35  miles  east 
of  downtown  Los  Angeles  in  the  northern  portion  of  Orange  County  or 
as  many  visitors  to  Southern  California  can  relate  to,  about  ten  miles 
north  of  Disneyland.  It  was  not  very  long  ago  that  we  were  considered 
to  be  on  the  "outskirts"  of  the  region,  but  as  rapid  growth  moved  east 
and  out  of  the  central  Los  Angeles  area,  we  found  ourselves  urbanizing 
at  a  rapid  pace.  Before  we  knew  it,  we  had  become  a  member  of  the 
greater  Southern  Califonua  metropolis.  I  am  here  today  to  seek  your 
assistance  in  helping  our  region  nutigate  a  problem  that  is  a  direct  result 
of  this  rapid  urbaiuzation. 


Tour  Comers"  Location 

In  many  ways  we  are  blessed  in  that  Brea's  location  at  tf\e  conver- 
gence of  Orange,  Los  Aiigeles,  Riverside,  and  San  Bernardino  counties. 
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is  considered  strategic  to  the  region's  commerce.  For  example,  our  area 
is  able  to  support  Orange  Covmty's  second  largest  regional  mall.  How- 
ever, as  with  many  blessings,  there  are  also  associated  responsibilities 
and  burdens.  Although  our  resident  population  is  only  34,000,  our 
daytime  population  soars  to  100,000  as  shoppers,  tourists  and  employ- 
ees travel  to  Brea.  This  regional  influx  of  commuters  results  in  traffic 
congestion  above  what  would  be  considered  normal  for  a  community 
our  size.  While  there  is  fair  access  to  our  city  from  the  west  via  surface 
streets,  the  largest  volume  of  traffic  into  town  is  concentrated  on  State 
Route  57,  Brea's  only  freeway.  We  eire  proposing  to  expand  the  capacity 
of  the  State  Route  57  freeway  offramps  in  Brea  to  accorrunodate  this 
influx  of  traffic. 


Major  Thoroughfare  Congestion/Safety  Concerns 

We  are  bordered  directiy  on  our  east  by  steep,  undeveloped  hills 
and  canyons  and,  as  such.  State  Route  57  is  the  main  north/south 
corridor  in  this  region.  Over  200,000  cars  utilize  the  SR57  corridor  each 
day,  with  many,  if  not  most,  coming  from  the  rapidly  developing  Iidand 
Empire  area  to  our  north  and  east.  This  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
regioi\s  in  the  nation.  SR57  serves  as  a  cormector  between  east/west- 
nmrung  I-IO,  State  Route  60,  and  the  1-5  which  runs  the  length  of 
California.  Many  regard  the  1-5  as  California's  "backbone,"  but  it  should 
be  noted  that  at  the  points  where  both  highways  cross  into  Los  Angeles 
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Cotmty,  tiie  volume  of  traffic  on  SR57  exceeds  the  1-5  by  a  tfiousand  cars 
a  day,  demonstrating  the  regional  importance  of  this  route. 

The  Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  (SCAG), 
representing  six  cotmties  and  14  million  people,  has  also  recognized  tfie 
significance  of  this  area.  SCAG  officials  have  conducted  a  "Four  Cor- 
ners" study  focusing  on  our  specific  traffic  concerns  and  how  they  affect 
ti\e  region.  This  has  resulted  in  the  formation  of  a  multi-agency  trans- 
portation planning  cooperative  consisting  of  four  counties,  three  Cali- 
fornia State  Transportation  (Caltrans)  districts,  and  seven  cities. 

One  of  the  issues  we  identified  in  Brea  is  how  the  freeway  exits 
interact  with  ovir  community.  There  are  only  two  offramps  where  traffic 
can  exit  into  our  city.  Imperial  Highway  (State  Route  90)  and  Lambert 
Road.  Each  provide  motorists  north  and  southbound  exits  and  en- 
trances to  the  57  Freeway. 


The  congestion  at  Lambert  Road  and  Imperial  Highway  is  so 
severe  that  vehicles  often  back  up  onto  the  freeway  into  the  flow  of  traffic 
because  of  limited  room  on  the  ramp.  Freeway  drivers  traveling  at 
speeds  of  55  miles  per  hour  or  more  suddenly  have  to  stop  at  a  time  and 
place  they  least  expect.  In  aggravation,  some  of  the  stopped  drivers  pull 
out  into  the  traffic  lanes  on  their  left  where  other  cars  are  bearing  down 
on  them  at  full  speed  Obviously  there  are  safety  concerns. 
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Two  Potential  Solutions 

The  question  centers  on  how  we  can  get  these  vehicles  out  of  the 
lanes  of  traffic  to  a  safe  location.  We  have  been  able  to  identify  two 
means  to  accomplish  this  goal.  The  first  is  to  quickly  move  tiaffic  from 
the  ramps  onto  dty  streets.  In  otiier  words,  once  cars  are  out  of  the 
freeway's  traffic  lanes  and  onto  the  exit  ramps,  we  need  to  assist  the 
timely  transition  of  those  cars  onto  our  streets  and  to  their  ultimate 
destinations. 

Toward  tius  end,  in  1989  we  made  major  improvements  to  Lam- 
bert Road  and  nearby  stieets.  Unfortunately,  even  this  $3.75  million 
project  only  reduced  the  number  of  p>eak-time  occasions  when  traffic 
backed  up  onto  the  freeway  from  Lambert  Road. 


To  relieve  ti\e  congestion  on  Imperial  Highway  (SR  90),  we 
undertook  a  major  widening  and  infrastructure  improvement  project 
We  are  now  in  the  final  phase  of  this  $19  million  project,  which  is  fimded 
63%  by  local  money.  The  Orange  County  Transportation  Authority  has 
identified  Imperial  Highway  as  a  key  transportation  corridor  and,  as 
such,  has  given  it  a  "Smart  Street"  designation  outlining  its  priority  for 
further  improvements.  These  will  include  special  intersection  designs 
and  traffic  signal  coordination. 
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The  second  solution  to  our  problem  is  to  increase  the  capacity  of 
the  offramps.  Currently,  Lambert  Road  ramps  can  accommodate  70  cars 
northbound  and  113  cars  southbound  in  a  safe,  efficient  manner.  The 
northbound  Imperial  Highway  ramp  can  only  accommodate  80  cars. 
Our  proposal  is  to  expand  the  capacity  of  the  Lambert  ramps  by  widen- 
ing them  to  accommodate  94  cars  northbound  and  165  cars  southbound. 
The  Imperial  ramp  would  be  expanded  to  accommodate  110  cars.  This 
added  capacity  will  also  provide  enough  lanes  to  assist  in  the  movement 
of  traffic,  hastening  their  exit  from  the  freeway.  We  feel  this  expansion 
will  provide  us  with  the  needed  capacity  to  provide  a  safe,  smooth 
transition  at  both  the  Lambert  Road  and  Imperial  Highway  exits. 

The  Region's  Economic  Recovery 

Aside  from  safety  issues,  this  proposed  expansion  would  con- 
tinue to  help  in  our  region's  economic  recovery  efforts.  Traffic  issues 
are  often  mentioned  by  businesses  as  an  important  factor  in  their 
decision  of  where  to  locate  and  by  their  customers  in  their  choices  of 
where  to  shop.  We  need  to  make  doing  business  in  Southern  California 
as  attractive  as  possible. 

The  Orange  County  Transportation  Authority  recentiy  added 
high-occupancy  vehicle  lanes  (carpool  lanes)  on  the  57  Freeway  to  move 
more  people  in  the  same  amount  of  space.  The  proposed  ramp  expan- 
sion follows  the  same  logic,  as  it  would  allow  easier  access  to  our 
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commvmity  and  the  surrounding  areas,  utilizing  rights-of-way  which 
have  already  been  acquired.  If  s  not  as  if  we  have  to  negotiate  further 
property  acquisitions,  we  just  need  to  use  what  we  have  in  a  more 
efficient  manner.  The  project  as  requested  has  already  received  all  the 
environmental  clearances  necessary.  There  is  no  known  opposition  to 
this  proposal.  In  fact,  many  local  businesses,  as  well  as  ott\er  commu- 
nities, are  in  support  of  the  project. 

Maximizing  an  Existing  Asset 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  ask  the  subcommittee's  support  for  ap- 
proval of  $950,000  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Transportation  Appropriations 
legislation  for  the  State  Route  57  Interchange  Improvements  project.  The 
total  project  cost  is  $1,400,000.  The  City  is  committing  $450,000  to  the 
project  for  design  work.  We  are  seeking  funding  of  $950,000  for  con- 
struction costs.  As  you  may  note  by  letters  sent  to  the  subcommittee 
from  major  retailers,  manufacturers,  distribution  centers,  and  surround- 
ing dties — this  project  is  truly  of  regional  significance.  We  feel  this 
relatively  limited  invKtment  would  do  a  great  deal  to  maximize  an 
existing  asset. 


Chairman  emd  Honorable  Members  of  the  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee,  again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  pre- 
sent our  case  on  this  vital  matter.  I  would  be  glad  to  entertain  any 
questions  that  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  And  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 
Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 
Mr.  Coleman.  I  did  not  have  any  questions. 
Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mayor.  We  appreciate  your  testimony. 
Mr.  Parker.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you  to  the 
committee. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

WITNESS 

DAVID  BERNSEN,  COMMISSIONER,  TEXAS  TRANSPORTATION  COMMIS- 
SION 

Mr.  Coleman.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  State  of  Texas  was  unable  to 
be  here  to  present  their  testimony,  and  Congressman  DeLay  and 
I  have  a  unanimous  consent  request  to  submit  their  testimony  for 
the  record. 

Mr.  Carr.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  David  Bernsen  follows:] 
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I  would  like  to  thank  Chairman  Carr  and  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  allowing  me 
to  present  Texas'  perspective  on  transportation  funding  needs  for  Fiscal  Year  199S. 

I  would  like  to  discuss  two  main  areas  of  concern  for  Texas: 

■  Full  Funding  of  ISTEA,  including  particular  discussion  about 

•  the  retention  of  operating  assistance  for  small  transit  operators  and 

•  the  effects  of  the  President's  budget  on  the  Minimum  Allocation  Program,  and 

■  Border  Infrastructure  Funding  Needs. 

FULL  FUNDING  OF  ISTEA 

Since  its  passage  in  late  1991,  Texas  and  the  other  states  have  urged  the  Congress  and  the 
President  to  fully  fiind  the  ISTEA.   However,  each  year,  the  Congress  has  had  to  make 
tough  funding  decisions  and  has  been  unable  to  fully  fund  the  transportation  program  in  any 
year. 

At  the  same  time,  the  demands  on  our  nation's  transportation  infrastructure  have  been 
increasing.   In  Texas,  for  example,  we  are  struggling  to  strike  a  balance  in  our  transportation 
priorities.   Of  paramount  importance  is  our  effort  to  ensure  that  our  statewide  transportation 
program  continues.   At  the  same  time,  we  must  meet  our  commitment  to  upgrade  the 
transportation  infrastructure  to  support  the  expected  flood  of  international  trade  traffic 
resulting  from  the  passage  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  and  improved  trade 
relations  between  Canada,  the  United  States,  and  Mexico. 

To  meet  these  needs,  Texas  must  have  additional  federal  assistance.   Without  it,  the 
foundation  for  prosperous  international  trade,  namely  transportation  infrastructure,  will 
continue  to  be  insufficient. 

We  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  fully  fiind  the  ISTEA  by  providing  obligation  authority  equal  to 
the  ISTEA  authorized  funding  level.  With  this  support  we  can  move  closer  to  providing  the 
necessary  infrastructure  to  support  the  economy  of  our  state  and  the  nation. 

Minimum  Allocation  and  Demonstration  Project  Weighting 

The  ISTEA  included  several  special  conditions  to  ensure  some  level  of  funding  equity  among 
the  States.  The  most  significant  of  these  equity  adjustment  factors  is  the  "Minimum 
Allocation  Program."  This  program  guarantees  that  a  State  will  receive  a  share  of 
distributions  equal  to  at  least  90%  of  its  share  of  contributions  into  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 
The  ISTEA  does  not  subject  Minimum  Allocation  funding  to  the  general  limitation  on 
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highway  obligations.   Instead,  all  Minimum  Allocation  funds  authorized  in  a  given  year  can 
be  spent  at  any  time  during  their  availability  period. 

In  establishing  the  Minimum  Allocation  Program  in  1982,  the  Congress  set  the  minimum 
equitable  share  of  federal  highway  funds  at  85%.  The  ISTEA  raised  this  equitable  share  to 
90%  of  total  federal  highway  fund  distributions.   MA  funds  are  distributed  with  their  own 
obligational  authority  and  are  not  subject  to  the  general  obligation  ceiling.   States  benefitting 
from  this  minimum  equitable  share  guarantee  have  been  allowed  to  obligate  all  of  their 
Minimum  Allocation  Program  funds  regardless  of  the  obligation  ceiling  set  for  a  given  year. 

The  President's  Budget  proposes  to  limit  States'  spending  authority  for  Minimum  Allocation 
(MA)  funds  and  ISTEA  demonstration  project  funds  by  67%  and  26%,  respectively.     The 
President's  proposal  to  limit  a  state's  amount  of  obligation  authority  for  Minimum  Allocation 
Program  authorizations  appears  to  counter  the  original  intent  of  the  Minimum  Allocation 
program. 

Texas  relies  heavily  on  its  Minimum  Allocation  Program  funds  to  provide  necessary  highway 
infrastructure  for  the  people  of  Texas.   In  fact.  Minimum  Allocation  Program  funds  comprise 
nearly  10%  of  our  total  federal  highway  fiinds  for  FY  1994.   We  estimate  that  Texas  will 
receive  approximately  $119  million  in  FY  1995  Minimum  Allocation  Program 
apportionments  from  the  ISTEA. 

Under  the  President's  proposal,  Texas  will  lose  the  ability  to  spend  approximately  $14 
million  in  FY  1995,  thereby  limiting  the  state's  federal-aid  highway  efforts  even  more.   The 
ability  to  use  this  money  would  be  transferred  to  states  that  already  receive  more  than  the 
Congressionally-established  equitable  share  of  federal  highway  funds.  If  this  were  to  happen, 
it  would  only  add  to  the  inherent  inequity  of  federal  highway  funds  distribution. 

Over  the  last  few  years,  Texas  has  increased  its  rate  of  obligation  of  Minimum  Allocation 
funds  in  the  first  year  in  which  they  are  available.   In  fact,  although  Texas  has  carried 
forward  a  small  portion  of  its  Minimum  Allocation  dollars  each  year,  we  have  obligated  all 
of  our  annual  Minimum  Allocation  Program  funds  within  18  months  of  their  apportionment. 

At  the  same  time,  we  are  continuing  to  work  with  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Organizations 
(MPOs)  to  avoid  future  carryover  of  the  Minimum  Allocation  Program  funds  under  their 
control.   It  has  taken  some  time  to  fully  integrate  the  MPOs  into  the  project  planning  and 
selection  process,  causing  Texas  to  carryover  Minimum  Allocation  fiinds  allocated  to  the 
large  metropolitan  areas.   Our  efforts  to  improve  our  partnership  with  the  large  MPOs  will, 
within  the  next  few  years,  lead  to  the  full  commitment  of  all  Minimum  Allocation  Program 
funds  in  the  year  they  are  made  available. 

I  urge  you  to  preserve  the  original  intent  of  the  Minimum  Allocation  Program.   Protecting 
Minimum  Allocation  Program  obligations  from  the  limits  of  the  obligation  ceiling  has  been  a 
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critical  factor  in  improving  the  equity  the  program  was  designed  to  achieve.   By  assigning 
less  weight  to  Minimum  Allocation  apportionments  than  apportionments  through  other 
highway  programs,  the  Congress  would  directly  contradict  the  equitable  objectives  of  the 
program. 

Similarly  Congress  should  not  limit  the  obligation  authority  associated  with  ISTEA 
demonstration  project  funds  for  FY  1995.  The  framers  of  the  ISTEA  sought  to  enable  states 
to  complete  these  congressionally-designated  projects  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time;  any 
limitation  on  expenditures  would  severely  hamper  this  effort.  Texas  is  authorized 
approximately  $45  million  for  ISTEA  demonstration  projects  for  FY  1995.   Under  the 
President's  proposal,  Texas  would  receive  obligational  authority  for  only  $11.6  million  of 
this  $45  million.  Approximately  $33  million  that  could  be  used  to  improve  mobility 
throughout  the  state  would  not  be  available  that  year.   This  proposal  could  particularly  affect 
the  development  of  the  High  Priority  Corridors  established  in  ISTEA.   In  Texas,  High 
Priority  Corridors  1,  18,  and  20  (all  centered  around  US  59  from  the  Mexican  border  to 
Texarkana)  when  completed  will  together  comprise  a  major  gateway  for  Mexico  to  the 
Midwest  and  the  industrial  northeast  of  the  United  States  and  beyond  to  major  trade  and 
manufacturing  centers  in  Canada. 

Transit  Operating  Assistance 

To  provide  more  funds  for  transit  capital  programs,  the  President  proposes  to  cut  the  amount 
of  federal  assistance  for  transit  operations.   While  this  federal  emphasis  on  investing  in 
capital  equipment  appears  to  be  appropriate,  in  reality  this  action  would  have  a  serious 
negative  impact  on  transit  operations  throughout  the  country. 

Reducing  the  amount  of  operating  assistance  would  significantly  affect  smaller  transit 
operators  -  those  struggling  to  make  public  transportation  accessible  to  people  in  rural  and 
small  urbanized  areas.     The  smaller  municipal  transit  systems  in  Texas  have  relied  on 
federal  funds  to  subsidize  a  full  50%  of  their  operating  costs.   Transit  operators  in  cities  such 
as  Waco,  Lubbock,  Abilene,  Bryan-College  Station,  and  San  Angelo  will  be  most  affected  in 
Texas,  possibly  leading  to  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  vital  transportation  services  for  a 
large  segment  of  the  state's  residents. 

The  consequences  of  the  proposed  budget  cut  would  be  less  significant  for  the  larger  transit 
operators  like  Dallas,  Houston,  and  San  Antonio  because  they  have  more  alternative  sources 
of  income  to  keep  their  facilities  running.   I  urge  you  to  preserve  the  funds  for  transit 
operating  assistance. 

Furthermore,  last  year  the  Congress  severely  reduced  the  amount  of  federal  assistance  to 
rural  transit  providers  across  the  nation.   This  action  had  a  serious  impact  on  our  state  public 
transportation  efforts.   State  governments  were  forced  to  squeeze  additional  funds  out  of 
already  tight  budgets  to  keep  these  vital  rural  transportation  entities  alive.   In  Texas,  we 
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struggled  to  find  the  additional  $11  million  in  state  funding  to  keep  our  rural  transit  providers 
in  operation.   This  responsibility  should  be  shared  by  the  federal  government  as  outlined  in 
the  ISTEA.   I  urge  you  to  restore  the  original  funding  for  rural  transit  operators  as  provided 
in  ISTEA  and  reassert  the  federal  government's  responsibility  to  provide  80%  of  the  cost 
instead  of  passing  that  cost  on  to  the  states.   This  must  occur  if  we  are  to  continue  to  provide 
important  transportation  service  for  millions  of  people  in  the  rural  areas  of  the  nation. 


BORDER  INFRASTRUCTURE  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  success  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA)  will  have  significant 
impacts  on  transportation  infrastructure,  particularly  within  Texas.   Of  the  total  overland 
trade  between  the  U.S.  and  Mexico,  80%  travels  through  Texas;  74%  of  this  is  carried  by 
truck.   The  primary  roadway  system  and  border  crossings  used  by  exporters  and  importers 
are  located  in  Texas  ~  Laredo,  El  Paso,  and  Brownsville  accounted  for  68.6%  of  total  U.S. 
export  trade  to  Mexico  in  1992.'  Six  of  the  nation's  top  ten  exporting  ports  of  entry  are  in 
Texas.   Total  trade  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  has  risen  from  $30  billion  in  1983 
to  $74  billion  in  1992,  an  average  increase  of  20%  annually. 

Infrastructure  development  along  the  U.S. -Mexico  border  is  not  only  critical  to  Texas,  it  is 
of  national  significance.   If  the  United  States  is  to  realize  the  full  potential  of  NAFTA,  in 
terms  of  jobs,  economic  growth,  and  stimulus,  then  the  transportation  corridors  leading  to 
and  from  Mexico  and  Canada  must  be  a  primary  focus  for  the  nation.   The  development  of 
reliable  trade  corridors  through  Texas  from  the  Midwest  and  the  Northeast  will  enhance  the 
economies  of  those  states  as  well  as  the  economy  of  Texas.   Improvements  to  the 
transportation  infrastructure  in  Texas  will  help  to  keep  this  trade  flowing  smoothly. 

The  State  of  Texas  has  begun  to  put  more  funds  into  the  transportation  infrastructure  along 
the  Texas  border  with  Mexico.   We  recognize  the  vital  role  that  the  border  area  will  play  in 
our  state's  and  nation's  economic  prosperity.   Since  1990,  we  have  dedicated  over  $878 
million  to  projects  in  the  border  area.   Within  the  last  few  years,  we  have  stepped  up  this 
investment.   During  the  last  18  months,  we  have  completed  or  are  currently  working  on  $260 
million  in  construction  projects  in  the  area.   The  value  of  projects  under  construction  along 
the  border  increased  by  84%  between  January  1993  and  January  1994  alone.   We  plan  to 
continue  this  trend  with  an  additional  $304  million  in  investments  in  the  border  area  over  the 
next  three  years.  We  are  also  increasing  our  project  planning  efforts  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
region.   We  have  already  authorized  planning  for  $761  million  worth  of  construction  projects 
in  the  area,  projects  that  could  be  completed  within  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years.   But,  I  must 
warn  the  subcommittee  that  without  additional  federal  assistance,  continuing  to  dedicate 


'Shiner,  Moseley  and  Associates,  Trade  Flows  and  Transportation  Along  the  U.S.- 
Mexico Border  in  Texas  and  Mexico,  1993,  pages  7-8. 
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additional  funds  along  the  border  at  the  expense  of  our  larger  urban  areas  will  only 
exacerbate  the  tremendous  transportation  problems  in  those  areas. 

The  ISTEA  included  language  that  required  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  to 
conduct  a  study  on  the  feasibility  of  establishing  an  International  Border  Highway 
Infrastructure  Discretionary  Program.  The  Department  released  this  study  in  January  of  this 
year.   In  part,  the  report  states  that,  while  the  Department  could  implement  such  a  program 
if  the  Congress  established  one,  the  Department  suggests  that  the  Congress  would  be  better 
advised  to  pursue  full  ISTEA  funding,  private  sector  funding,  and  Federal-aid  program 
options  to  improve  transportation  infrastructure  related  to  international  trade. 

In  Texas,  we  are  encouraged  by  the  increase  in  the  federal-aid  highway  program  in  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation's  1995  budget  proposal.   However,  we  feel  that  additional 
federal  fiinds,  perhaps  in  the  form  of  a  dedicated  border  infrastructure  investment  fund,  are 
necessary  to  ensure  that  international  trade  flows  smoothly. 
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SUMMARY 


I  strongly  urge  the  Congress  to  fully  fund  all  programs  authorized  by  the  ISTEA.   A  reliable 
transportation  infrastructure  is  a  vital  component  of  a  strong  economy  for  the  nation. 

I  strongly  request  that  the  members  of  this  Subcommittee  support  the  fiill  authority  to 
obligate  Minimum  Allocation  funds  during  FY  1995.  The  need  for  the  MA  program 
demonstrates  the  inherent  inequity  of  the  funding  distribution  formulas  for  highway 
infrastructure  among  the  states.   Congress  must  address  this  inequity  by  adopting  appropriate 
funding  formulas.   Until  that  occurs,  however,  the  authority  to  obligate  Minimum  Allocation 
Program  funds  should  not  be  limited.  The  President's  proposal  only  further  punishes  those 
states  that  already  contribute  more  than  they  receive. 

I  suggest  that  the  Congress  resist  efforts  to  cut  transit  operating  assistance.   Many  Texans 
depend  on  public  transportation  systems  as  their  primary  source  of  mobility.   Proposed  cuts 
to  the  operating  assistance  program  threaten  this  vital  service  ~  particularly  in  the  smaller 
urban  areas  of  the  nation.   Furthermore,  Congress  should  restore  the  ISTEA  funding  levels 
for  rural  public  transit  programs. 

It  is  clear  that  the  transportation  infrastructure  system  in  Texas  will  carry  the  vast  majority  of 
future  U.S. -Mexico  trade.   The  development  of  reliable  trade  corridors  through  Texas  from 
the  Midwest  and  the  industrial  Northeast  will  enhance  the  nation's  economy.  To  meet  this 
challenge,  we  must  have  full  funding  of  the  ISTEA  authorizations  as  well  as  targeted  federal 
assistance  for  border  infrastructure  development  and  maintenance. 

Once  again,  we  are  encouraged  by  the  increase  in  the  federal-aid  highway  program  in  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  1995  budget  proposal.   However,  the  expected  increase 
in  trade  brought  on  by  passage  of  the  NAFTA  requires  that  states  along  the  Canadian  and 
Mexican  borders  shoulder  a  greater  level  of  responsibility  to  ensure  that  the  proper  conduits 
for  trade  are  in  place.   We  feel  that  additional  federal  funds,  perhaps  in  the  form  of  a 
dedicated  border  infrastructure  investment  fund,  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  international 
trade  flows  smoothly. 

We  suggest  that  Congress  consider  the  development  of  such  a  dedicated  fund.   The  amount  a 
state  would  receive  fhim  this  fiind  should  not  affect  and  should  be  in  addition  to  the  amount 
of  funds  normally  assigned  to  the  state  through  current  formula  funding,  since  these 
international  trade-related  improvements  are  in  the  best  interest  of  the  entire  nation. 

In  conclusion,  Texas  is  eager  to  usher  in  the  next  century  with  a  transportation  system  that 
supports  the  social  and  economic  activities  of  the  nation.  In  so  many  ways,  we  have  already 
begun  this  process.   However,  we  will  need  your  assistance  ~  financial  assistance,  too  -  and 
guidance  to  develop  a  transportation  system  that  accurately  reflects  the  changing  dynamics  of 
our  state  and  nation. 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
SAN  DIEGO  COUNTY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  LYNN  SCHENK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  our  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  San  Diego,  Congresswoman  Lynn  Schenk. 

How  are  you? 

Ms.  Schenk.  Fine.  How  are  you? 

Mr.  Carr.  Good.  Your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  and  ask  that  you  summarize  your  request. 

Ms.  Schenk.  I  will  do  so. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Wolf  and  Mr.  Coleman.  It  is 
a  pleasure  to  be  here. 

I  am  going  to  redirect  your  attention  back  to  Southern  California, 
a  little  bit  further  south  than  Brea  and  back  to  the  Interstate  5 
corridor. 

In  my  submitted  testimony  I  will  speak  to  a  number  of  requests 
submitted  by  San  Diego  County  for  Federal  funding,  but  in  my  oral 
testimony  I  will  focus  on  just  one  project. 

San  Diego's  Metropolitan  Transit  Development  Board,  the 
MTDB,  is  seeking  $8  million  in  Section  3  New  Start  funds  for  ex- 
tension of  light  rail  service  along  what  we  call  the  mid-coast  cor- 
ridor. This  serves  the  communities  of  Mission  Beach,  Pacific  Beach, 
Clairemont,  my  home  of  La  JoUa — that  should  not  influence  you, 
of  course,  though — and  University  City,  all  within  my  congressional 
district. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  San  Diego  metropolitan  area  is  currently 
home  to  2.6  million  residents,  and  by  year  2010  we  estimate  that 
that  population  is  going  to  increase  to  almost  3.5  million.  Much  of 
this  growth  has  occurred  right  in  this  north  coast  corridor,  and 
many  of  these  communities  are  not  served  by  our  light  rail  system. 
Indeed,  they  are  not  even  adequately  served  by  buses.  I  happen  to 
like  to  take  the  bus  to  work  and  cannot  even  do  that  from  my  home 
to  my  district  office. 

So,  as  a  result.  Interstate  5,  which  is  our  main  north-south  cor- 
ridor in  that  region,  is  steadily  increasing,  and  we  see  more  and 
more  a  river  of  red  lights,  both  at  the  morning  and  at  the  afternoon 
commute,  which  also  is  getting  longer.  Accordingly,  MTDB  is  plan- 
ning to  expand  the  light  rail  system  to  reach  these  communities 
along  the  coastal  corridor.  Their  proposal  is  to  extend  the  line  for 
10  miles. 

Extension  of  this  mid-coast  corridor  would  help  satisfy  what  is 
truly  an  enormous  demand  for  transportation  alternatives  in  this 
region.  MTDB  estimates  the  extension  would  attract  an  additional 
9,600  daily  passengers  and  an  additional  15,000  passengers  system 
wide  by  the  year  2005. 

The  mid-coast  corridor  project  was  originally  authorized  in 
ISTEA  at  $27  million.  To  date,  of  course,  Congress  has  appro- 
priated only  $4.1  million.  So  an  appropriation  of  the  $8  million  in 
fiscal  year  1995  would  enable  MTDB  to  begin  preliminary  engi- 
neering and  right-of-way  acquisition  at  the  station  sites.  It  would 
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also  allow  MTDB  to  complete  these  projects  on  time  and  avoid  the 
increases  in  construction  costs. 

What  separates  San  Diego's  request  from  other  requests  for  fund- 
ing, I  believe,  is  the  outstanding  track  records  of  our  light  rail  sys- 
tem. 

I  was  California's  Secretary  of  Business  Transportation  and 
Housing  in  1982  when  the  State  first  authorized  and  indeed  com- 
pletely paid  for  the  first  segment  from  downtown  San  Diego  to  the 
border.  From  that  time  to  this,  ridership  on  San  Diego's  light  rail 
system  has  increased  from  3.7  million  passengers  in  1982  to  16.9 
million  in  fiscal  year  1993.  That  is  a  357  percent  increase  in  just 
over  a  decade. 

The  fare  box  recovery  rate  on  the  system  is  among  the  highest 
of  any  transit  system,  reaching  a  high  mark  of  95  percent  in  fiscal 
year  1989.  San  Diego's  light  rail  system  also  rates  highly  on  such 
performance  indicators  as  operating  costs  per  revenue  mile  and  on- 
time  performance,  which  is  over  99  percent. 

Lastly,  the  mid-coast  corridor  project  compares  favorably  with 
other  new  rail  projects  on  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's 
cost-efFectiveness  index.  San  Diego's  cost  per  new  rider  is  as  low  as 
$10. 

Now,  I  understand  that  the  administration  has  recommended 
that  new  projects  which  have — that  New  Start  up  projects  have  full 
funding  grant  agreements,  and  they  should  be  first  in  line  for  these 
Section  3  funds.  And  as  you  all  probably  know,  MTDB  is  not  oper- 
ating under  such  an  agreement  with  respect  to  this  project. 

I  also  understand,  however,  that  while  some  projects  may  receive 
New  Start  funds  without  a  full  funding  agreement,  that  the  process 
is  very,  very  competitive,  and  having  now  gone  through  one  appro- 
priation's cycle,  I  have  a  greater  appreciation  for  the  decisions  that 
you  all  must  make. 

So  I  would  ask  that  this  subcommittee  please  consider  the  enor- 
mous demand  for  this  project  in  San  Diego  and  MTDB's  exemplary 
track  record.  It  is  a  project  that  I  support  greatly  and  believe  that 
it  would  be  money  well  spent. 

Thank  you  very  much.  Be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Schenk  follows:] 


855 


DISTfilCT  OFFICES 


LYNN  SCHENK  ><Tou7>v  Washington  office 

49TM  OlSTRrCT  _ 

California  A  ^/^ '^'^^  S)\^f\  ^'^  Cannon  house  Office  Buhding 

WASHINGTON    O  C     20515 
(2021  225  2040 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  COMMERCE 

Telecommunications  and  Finance 
Thanspobtation  *no  Ha;ahoous  Matebials 

COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  ,^  ,  ,^  """sToifoTcA  12''^  "^ 

^/.'ctrLM.  (EongrcBa  of  tlie  Mnxtth  ^atea  "^,e%=^-^rj"^ 

COAST  Guard  AND  NAVlGArtOM  — , 

OceANOGBAPKY    IM  Gulf  Of  MEXICO   AND  Hrlltlll*     nf     S  PHr O IZ  Vttt ttt t ■  t BlZ  825  IMPERIAL   BtACH  BOULEVARD 

TMt  Outf«  CONIINiNIAl  SmELF  JilUUOK      Ul      BXCfJi  C » EUlUllUCS  IMPERIAL   BEACH     CA  91932 

aiaaliington.  i.(E.  20515  '""""**' 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  LYNN  SCHENK 
HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 
APRIL  26,  1994 

Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Wolf,  thank  you 
for  halving  me  here  today. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  San  Diego  County  is  making 
several  requests  for  funding  this  fiscal  year,  including  a 
request  for  $20  million  to  pay  for  grade  separation  work  along 
the  Los  Angeles-San  Diego  rail  corridor.   I  would  like  to  note 
for  the  record  my  support  for  these  projects. 

In  my  testimony,  I  will  focus  on  only  one  request  for 
funding.   San  Diego's  Metropolitan  Transit  Development  Board 
(MTDB)  is  seeking  $8  million  in  Section  3  New  Start  funds  for  the 
extension  of  its  light  rail  transit  system  to  the  northern  part 
of  my  Congressional  district.   I  understand  that  MTDB  and  San 
Diego  County  are  busy  preparing  a  written  response  to  the 
Subcommittee's  criteria  for  this  project  which  will  be  submitted 
by  the  May  15  deadline. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  San  Diego  metropolitan  area  is  home  to  2 . 6 
million  residents  --by  the  year  2010,  the  population  is  expected 
to  increase  to  3.4  million.   Much  of  the  recent  growth  in  our 
area  has  occurred  in  San  Diego's  north  coastal  corridor.   The 
communities  on  this  corridor  are  not  currently  served  by  San 
Diego's  Light  Rail  Transit  system  (LRT) .   As  a  result,  congestion 
on  the  primary  north-south  corridor  in  the  region  --  Interstate  5 
--is  steadily  increasing  and  San  Diego's  air  quality  is 
suffering. 

Accordingly,  San  Diego  MTDB  is  planning  to  expand  its  LRT 
system  along  the  "Mid-Coast  Corridor, "  which  runs  through  my 
Congressional  district.   The  Mid-Coast  Corridor  Project  directly 
serves  the  communities  of  Mission  Beach,  Pacific  Beach, 
Clairemont,  La  Jolla,  and  University  City.   The  extension  of  the 
project  would  expand  the  line  ten  miles  north,  from  Old  Town 
Historical  Park  to  University  City. 

Extension  of  the  Mid-Coast  LRT  service  is  expected  to 
attract  9,600  daily  passengers  and  an  additional  15,000 
passengers  system-wide  by  the  year  2005.   It  would  reduce  roadway 
congestion  on  Interstate  5,  and  improve  air  quality  throughout 
the  San  Diego  metropolitan  region.   Integration  with  the  LRT-bus 
system  will  provide  increased  mobility  for  elderly  and  disabled 
persons . 
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The  Mid-Coast  LRT  project  was  originally  authorized  in  ISTEA 
at  $27  million.   To  date,  Congress  has  appropriated  only  $4.1 
million.   An  appropriation  of  $8  million  in  FY95  would  enable 
MTDB  to  begin  preliminary  engineering  and  right-of-way 
acquisition  at  station  sites.   It  is  important  that  MTDB  receive 
funding  this  year,  so  that  the  project  will  be  completed  on  time 
and  increases  in  construction  costs  can  be  avoided. 

I  realize  that  the  Subcommittee  has  received  numerous 
requests  for  Section  3  New  Start  funding.   I  also  understand  that 
the  Administration  has  recommended  that  new  start  projects  which 
have  full  funding  grant  agreements  should  be  first  in  line  for 
Section  3  funds. 

I  would  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  consider  funding  certain 
transit  projects  without  full  funding  grant  agreements.   Without 
Section  3  funding,  many  of  these  projects  will  never  make 
sufficient  progress  toward  a  full  funding  grant  agreement.   I 
hope  that  the  Subcommittee  will  consider  certain  projects,  such 
as  MTDB's  Mid-Coast  LRT  extension,  that  have  demonstrated  a  track 
record  of  excellence. 

On  this  note,  I  believe  that  the  proven  track  record  of  San 
Diego's  LRT  system  merits  strong  consideration  by  the 
Subcommittee. 

Ridership  on  San  Diego's  LRT  system  has  increased  from  3.7 
million  passengers  in  FY82  to  16.9  million  in  FY93  --a  357% 
increase  in  just  over  a  decade.   MTDB's  track  record  of 
completing  projects  on  time  and  under  budget  has  translated  into 
strong  public  support  for  mass  transit.   In  1987,  the  citizens  of 
San  Diego  county  supported  the  passage  of  a  one-half  cent  local 
sales  tax  --  one-third  of  which  goes  directly  toward  transit 
projects . 

On  performance,  San  Diego's  LRT  system  rates  highly  as  well. 
The  farebox  recovery  rate  on  the  LRT  system  is  among  the  highest 
of  any  transit,  system  reaching  a  high  mark  of  95%  in  FY89.   San 
Diego's  LRT  system  also  rates  highly  on  such  performance 
indicators  as  operating  cost  per  revenue  mile  ($4.52  in  1993)  and 
on-time  performance  (over  99%) .   Lastly,  it  is  important  to  note 
that  the  Mid-Coast  Project  compares  favorably  with  other  new  rail 
projects  on  the  Federal  Transit  Administration' s  cost-  -  ----^^ 

effectiveness  index  --  San  Diego ' s  cost  per  new  rider  is  as  low 
as  $10. 

San  Diego's  LRT  system  is  a  good  federal  investment,  Mr. 
Chairman.   I  hope  that  the  Subcommittee  will  recognize  this  track 
record  of  excellence,  and  give  strong  consideration  to  San  Diego 
MTDB's  request  for  $8  million  in  FY95.   Thank  you,  I'm  prepared 
to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  history  of  section  3  in  San  Diego  is  certainly  a 
successful  one. 

Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  is  this  the  one  that  comes  from  San  Diego  down 
to  the  Tijuana  border? 

Ms.  SCHENK.  The  first  part  is — it  starts  in  downtown  San  Diego. 
The  southern  part  goes  down  to  the  Tijuana  border.  We  are  now 
going  to  take  it  north  up  along  the  coast. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  would  think  it  would  be  a  very,  very  meritori- 
ous project.  Your  fare  box  collection  is  kind  of  phenomenal. 

Ms.  ScHENK.  It  is,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  there  is  something  we  are  not  quite  catching. 
You  do  not  have  people  on  the  transit  trains  who  actually  collect 
the  tolls. 

Ms.  SCHENK.  That  is  right.  It  is  an  honor  system.  But  we  do,  of 
course,  have  periodic — frequent  periodic  checks,  and  the  fine  is 
very,  very  high. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  fine? 

Ms.  SCHENK.  I  can't  tell  you  now  what  it  is,  but  it  is  quite  sub- 
stantial: $50,  $75. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  toll?  What  is  the  fare? 

Ms.  SCHENK.  $1.25. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  get  on  for  three  stops  or  go  to  the  end  of  the 
line? 

Ms.  ScHENK.  Yes. 

There  is  one  section,  Mr.  Wolf,  within  the  downtown  corridor  it- 
self, for  about  a  10-block  area,  where  you  can  get  on  for  50  cents. 
And  that  is  used  primarily  during  lunch  hour,  people  going  from 
one  end  of  downtown  to  another  for  lunch  and  shopping. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Assuming  you  are  successful,  what  will  be  the  lengths 
of  the  ride  then  from  the  Tijuana  border  up  to  where  you  want  to 
take  it? 

Ms.  SCHENK.  Well,  from  the  border  to  downtown  is  17  miles,  and 
then  we  are  talking  about  going  north  another  10  miles.  So  that 
part  of  the  corridor  will  be  27  miles. 

But  we  also  have  plans  to  take — far  in  the  future — for  other 
branches  of  this.  We  now  also  have  an  eastern  branch  that  goes 
about,  I  would  say,  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  12  to  15 
miles  east  of  downtown. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  is  the  cost  per  mile?  Do  you  know  what  the  con- 
struction costs  are? 

Ms.  SCHENK.  The  construction  costs — I  am  sorry  I  do  not  have 
that,  but  I  can  get  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  All  right,  thank  you.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

2358  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  again  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  your  Subcommittee  in  support  of  San  Diego  Metropolitan 
Transit  Development  Board's  (MTDB)  funding  request.   I  want  to 
respond  to  several  requests  for  information  about  San  Diego's  LRT 
system  and  the  proposed  MTDB  Mid-Coast  extension. 

Fare  enforcement 

As  I  stated  in  my  testimony,  MTDB  has  maintained  an 
excellent  farebox  recovery  rate  for  its  Light  Rail  Transit  (LRT) 
system,  reaching  as  high  as  95%  in  1989.   The  LRT  system  operates 
on  what  MTDB  calls  the  "barrier-free  fare  system."   On-board 
compliance  inspectors,  augmented  by  a  private  security  force, 
check  approximately  20-25  percent  of  the  light  rail  ridership  for 
proof  of  proper  payment,  including  validated  single-ride  tickets, 
multi-ride  tickets,  bus  transfers  or  monthly  passes.   Violators 
are  either  warned  or  cited,  depending  on  the  discretion  of  the 
inspectors.   The  maximum  fine  for  first-time  offenders  is  $67.00. 

Fares 

The  fares  for  MTDB's  LRT  service  are  distance-based.   For 
round  trips  within  the  downtown  "Centre  City"  area,  the  fare  is 
$1.00.   For  longer  trips  which  reach  1-2  stations  outside  the 
"Centre  City",  the  one-way  fare  is  $1.00.   For  trips  reaching  3-7 
stations,  the  fare  is  $1.50;   for  8  or  more  stations  the  fare  is 
$1.75.   Seniors  and  the  disabled  receive  a  special  discount  fare 
of  $.75  for  any  distance.   Likewise,  those  providing  assistance 
to  any  passenger  using  a  wheelchair  pay  a  $.75  fare. 

The  proposed  extension  of  the  Mid-Coast  project  would 
stretch  from  Old  Town  Historical  Park  ten  miles  north  to 
University  City.   In  current  dollars,  the  projected  fare  for 
service  into  the  expanded  areas  would  be  between  $1.50  and  $1.75. 
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Chairman  Bob  Carr 
Page  Two 

Construction  costs 

The  cost  to  construct  the  MTDB  Mid-Coast  extensions  is 
currently  $35-40  million  per  mile,  according  to  MTDB.   It  is  my 
understanding  that  this  compres  favorably  with  other  heavy  rail 
projects  which  can  cost  well  over  $100  million  per  mile  of  rail. 

I  hope  that  this  information  will  be  useful  to  the 
Subcommittee  as  you  draft  the  FY' 95  appropriations  bill.   If  I 
can  be  of  any  additional  assistance,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me  at  your  convenience,  or  have  your  staff  contact  my  Legislative 
Director,  William  Bold,  at  x52040. 

Sincerely, 


Lynn  Schenk 
Member  of  Congress 


860 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman? 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  without  any  question  the  committee  needs  to  be  aware 
that  we  have  certainly  anticipated  increases  in  that  volume  of  traf- 
fic that  will  occur  because  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade 
Agreement,  and  I  would  point  out  that  in  the  testimony  that  is  a 
part  of  the  record  that  I  just  submitted  we  are  trying  to  get  the 
committee  to  understand  what  we  think  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation did  not  quite  understand  and  that  was  that  we  even 
think  it  may  be  necessary  to  set  up  a  separate  funding  mechanism 
for  transportation  projects  that  are  going  to  need  funding. 

If  indeed  the  entire  rest  of  the  United  States  is  going  to  profit 
from  increased  commerce  between  Canada  and  Mexico  and  the 
United  States,  a  lot  of  us  believe  that  we  need  to  have  a  fund  that 
will  help  provide  that. 

I  would  just  say,  Ms.  Schenk,  I  am  in  total  support  of  continuing 
your  efforts  up  along  the  coast,  that  you  begin  very  successfully 
into  the  south.  I  don't  remember  the  distance  of  that  rail  to  the 
south  from  San  Diego  to  Tijuana,  but  I  can  almost  assure  my  col- 
leagues that  that  increase  that  you  cited  is  just  the  beginning  of 
what  is  probably  going  to  transpire  in  terms  of  overall  traffic,  and 
anything  we  can  do  to  help  facilitate  the  utilization  of  the  rail  sys- 
tem further  north  there  is  probably  a  wise  investment. 

Ms.  Schenk.  Well,  I  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Schenk.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Carr.  Appreciate  your  being  here. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

witnesses 

timothy  a.  baker,  chairman,  rubber  pavements  association 
doug  howeix,  energy  associate,  environmental  and  energy 

study  institute 
scott  bernstein,  president,  center  for  neighborhood  tech- 
nology and  the  alliance  for  a  sustainable  materials 
economy,  surface  transportation  poucy  project  steer- 
ing committee 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Timothy  Baker,  Chair- 
man of  the  Rubber  Pavements  Association.  And  joining  Mr.  Baker 
will  be  Doug  Howell,  Energy  Associate  with  the  Environmental  and 
Energy  Study  Institute;  and  Mr.  Scott  Bernstein,  President  of  the 
Center  for  Neighborhood  Technology  and  the  Alliance  for  a  Sus- 
tainable Materials  Economy. 

Welcome  to  the  Committee.  Your  statements  will  be  included  in 
the  record,  and  we  would  ask  that  you  summarize. 

Mr.  Baker.  Mr.  Carr,  thank  you  for  providing  the  Rubber  Pave- 
ments Association  with  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

Instead  of  reviewing  the  performance  capabilities  of  crumb  rub- 
ber modifiers,  I  would  like  simply  to  bring  the  subcommittee  up  to 
date  since  my  testimony  last  year  on  expanded  uses  of  crumb  rub- 
ber modifiers. 


861 

First,  since  the  patents  on  asphalt  rubber  expired  in  June  of 
1992,  many  large  asphalt  paving  contractors  have  invested  their 
resources  to  learn  to  use  crumb  rubber  modifiers.  With  the  number 
of  new  asphalt  paving  companies  having  entered  the  asphalt  mar- 
ket, the  patent  extension  is  a  dead  issue. 

As  a  result  of  increased  competition,  the  price  per  ton  of  asphalt 
rubber  binder  has  come  down  by  over  50  percent,  and  the  dramatic 
drop  in  price  has  now  placed  the  product  in  a  competitive  position 
in  a  variety  of  applications. 

One  of  the  major  issues  with  asphalt  rubber  has  been  the  pricing 
of  it,  and  with  the  expiration  of  the  patents  and  the  increased  com- 
petition, the  price  has  dramatically  declined. 

California,  based  on  its  experience  with  crumb  rubber  modifier, 
is  expecting  one  million  tons  of  asphalt  rubber  mix  in  the  State. 
This  represents  over  10  percent  of  their  total  mix  in  1994. 

In  Arizona,  which  is  the  State  where  asphalt  rubber  was  origi- 
nally developed,  over  20  percent  of  ADOT's  applications  will  be  in 
asphalt  rubber,  and  this  simply  is  a  matter  of  better  economics. 

In  Florida,  Governor  Chiles  announced  in  December  a  program 
to  use  a  pre-reacted  rubber  modified  asphalt  process  in  100  percent 
of  the  State's  surface  treatments  beginning  in  1994,  and  that  pro- 
gram is  well  under  way. 

Subsequent  to  your  hearing  last  year.  Dr.  Robert  Oswald,  Direc- 
tor of  Research  and  Development  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers testified  before  the  House  authorizing  committees  and  stated, 
and  I  quote,  we  have  demonstrated  that  we  can  increase  the  dura- 
bility of  asphalt  pavements  by  including  crumb  rubber  from  tires. 
We  can  improve  the  safety  of  that  surface  because  it  also  gives  you 
an  increased  coefficient  of  friction. 

Also  last  spring  a  number  of  States  have  conducted  independent 
evaluations  of  emissions  from  asphalt  rubber  and  the  recyclability 
of  asphalt  rubber,  and  attached  to  my  written  statement  is  a  copy 
of  Florida's  report  which  indicates  that  there  is  no  significant  work- 
er safety  problems. 

The  goal  of  Section  1038  of  ISTEA  is  to  encourage  greater  use 
of  these  proven  products  and  to  transfer  the  use  of  these  tech- 
nologies. As  you  consider  how  this  subcommittee  will  deal  with  Sec- 
tion 1038(d)  for  fiscal  year  1995,  our  Association  hopes  that  you 
continue  to  focus  on  the  critical  need  to  transfer  technology  and  to 
encourage  States  to  use  these  materials. 

One  organization  which  is  taking  the  lead  in  technology  transfer, 
in  the  absence  of  Federal  leadership,  is  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers.  It  is  a  highly  respected  civil  engineering  associa- 
tion and  is  conducting  workshops  across  the  country  to  facilitate 
and  to  transfer  this  technology.  I  would  like  to  quote  directly  from 
their  brochure:  Asphalt  rubber  products  have  superior  engineer- 
ing and  environmental  qualities  and  is  an  advantageous  paving 
material  as  compared  to  conventional  asphalt. 

Chairman  Carr,  Secretary  Panetta  is  attempting  to  work  out  a 
compromise  between  environmental  organizations  which  support 
Section  1038(d)  and  many  State  Departments  of  Transportation 
which  have  requested  that  Section  1038(d)  be  substantively  ad- 
justed to  provide  more  flexibility. 
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AASHTO  has  developed  a  task  force  to  review  Section  1038(d), 
and  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  will 
adjust  Section  1038(d)  in  the  National  Highway  Systems  reauthor- 
ization. 

In  late  1991,  Congress,  through  enacting  Section  1038(d),  di- 
rected industry  and  States  to  gear  up  to  meet  a  Federal  require- 
ment for  crumb  rubber  modified  asphalt  pavements  beginning  in 
1995.  This  committee  delayed  implementation  of  the  statute  in 
1994.  If  Congress  is  interested  in  encouraging  industry  and  States 
to  make  investments  in  innovative,  cost-effective,  environmental 
technologies,  then  Congress  should  provide  consistent  guidance  and 
encouragement. 

With  the  enactment  of  ISTEA  in  1991  and  the  delay  in  Section 
1038  in  1994,  our  industry  and  State  DOTs  are  being  subjected  to 
a  now-we-do,  now-we-don't  policy-making  procedure.  This  policy  is 
affecting  the  allocation  of  millions  of  dollars  in  plants  and  equip- 
ment and  the  creation  of  hundreds  if  not  thousands  of  new  jobs. 

Many  news  organizations  and  the  asphalt  paving  industry  claim 
that  your  committee's  one-year  delay  gave  asphalt  rubber  a  black 
eye.  A  second  year  delay  will  further  confuse  industry  and  State 
Departments  of  Transportation. 

Under  Section  1038(d)  the  crumb  rubber  requirement  for  1995  is 
5  percent  in  each  State.  Many  States  already  are  meeting  that  re- 
quirement. 

On  behalf  of  my  Association,  I  implore  you  and  this  subcommit- 
tee to  either  allow  Section  1038  to  be  implemented  as  it  is  or  revise 
the  statute  substantively  to  provide  industry  and  States  some  de- 
gree of  certainty.  We  would  like  States  to  have  increased  flexibility 
along  with  continued  encouragement  to  use  crumb  rubber  modi- 
fiers. 

Because  the  NHS  reauthorization  is  not  likely  to  pass  the  Senate 
this  session  of  Congress,  that  responsibility  for  fixing  Section  1038 
will  ultimately  rest  with  this  committee.  We  hope  that  this  commit- 
tee will  fix  Section  1038  rather  than  again  delay  it.  We  would  be 
pleased  to  work  with  the  committee  to  come  to  that  end. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  for  coming  and  updating  your  testi- 
mony of  last  year. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Timothy  Baker  follows:] 
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Thank  you.  Chairman  Carr,  for  providing  the  Rubber  Pavements 
Association  with  the  opportunity  to  be  represented  at  this  hearing 
today.  I  serve  as  President  of  the  Rubber  Pavements  Association, 
an  organization  comprised  of  companies  which  produce  asphalt 
pavements  and  crack  and  joint  sealants  containing  recycled  rubber, 
companies  which  produce  crumb  rubber  for  use  in  asphalt  pavements, 
and  companies  which  support  these  two  industries .  I  appear  on 
behalf  of  these  companies  today,  as  I  did  last  year,  to  explain  how 
crumb  rubber  from  scrap  tires  is  used  in  the  United  States  and 
abroad  to  modify  and  improve  asphalt  pavements. 

Crumb  rubber  was  first  tested  as  a  modifier  for  asphalt  pavements 
in  the  mid-1960's.  Its  use  then  and  now  has  been  based  on  the 
performance  characteristics  of  crumb  rubber  as  a  modifier,  not  as 
a  recycled  material  produced  from  scrap  tires.  The  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  has  classified  this  product  as  a  "modifier, " 
and  not  as  an  "additive"  because  crumb  rubber,  properly  used, 
enhances  various  properties  of  asphalt . 

Currently  over  thirty  States  use  crumb  rubber  modifier  on  a  routine 
basis.  Crumb  rubber  modifier  is  being  used  most  widely  as  a  crack 
and  joint  sealant,  (it  adds  elastic  properties  to  the  sealants) ,  as 
stress  absorbing  membrane  inner-layers  (SAMI's),  and  in  hot  mix 
asphalt  (HMA)  applications.  These  products,  properly  engineered 
and  properly  placed,  are  a  cost-effective  method  of  improving 
pavement  performance  and  durability. 
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Approximately  ninety-five  percent  of  the  crumb  rubber  modifier 
applied  in  the  United  States  and  abroad  is  referred  to  as  the  "Wet 
Process,  "  a  pre-reacted  blend  of  specific  amounts  of  crumb  rubber 
(averaging  300  pounds  per  ton  of  asphalt  binder)  based  on  a  time- 
temperature  formula.  The  "Wet  Process"  is  also  termed  "Asphalt - 
Rubber".  While  there  are  numerous,  more  recently  developed 
processes  incorporating  crumb  rubber  from  scrap  tires  in  asphalt 
pavement,  the  basic  Asphalt -Rubber  formula,  with  some  variations, 
has  been  the  most  widely  accepted  within  the  engineering  community 
as  a  cost-effective  process  for  modifying  and  improving  asphalt 
pavements. 

States  like  California,  Arizona  and  Florida  use  Asphalt -Rubber  as 
standard  procedure  in  a  variety  of  applications.  Extensive 
experience  has  shown  that  Asphalt -Rubber  makes  longer  lasting, 
lower  maintenance  roads.  The  use  of  crumb  rubber  in  asphalt 
pavements  retards  reflective  cracking,  reduces  the  propensity  for 
rutting,  reduces  surface  noise,  retards  the  aging  process,  and 
increases  pavement  flexibility. 

California,  based  on  its  extensive  experience  with  crumb  rubber 
modifier,  is  expected  to  use  nearly  one  million  tons  of  Asphalt- 
Rubber  hot  mix  in  1994,  (in  approximately  ten  percent  of  its 
asphalt  paving  applications) .  In  California,  Asphalt -Rubber  is 
used  at  a  reduced  pavement  lift  thickness,  by  as  much  as  one-half. 
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with  equivalent  structural  strength  to  greater  thicknesses  of 
conventional  hot  mix  asphalt.  Attached  to  my  testimony  is  a  copy 
of  FHWA- approved  design  guidelines  issued  by  CALTRANS  which 
allows  for  reduced  pavement  lift  thicknesses,  with  the  same  or 
better  performance  results,  when  Asphalt -Rubber  is  used  in  gap 
graded  pavement  rehabilitation  applications. 

Florida  Governor  Lawton  Chiles  recently  announced  a  program  to  use 
a  pre-reacted  crumb  rubber  modifier  process  in  100%  of  the  State's 
surface  treatments  in  1994.  The  Florida  Department  of 
Transportation,  like  CALTRANS,  is  a  leader  in  pursuing  the  use  of 
innovative  materials  to  improve  pavement  performance  and 
durability. 

In  Arizona,  where  Asphalt -Rubber  was  developed,  the  State  is  using 
the  material  in  numerous  applications  in  all  climactic  conditions. 
Based  on  Arizona's  experience.  Asphalt -Rubber  has  the  capacity  to 
improve  pavement  performance  in  extreme  hot  and  cold  temperature 
conditions. 

In  1989,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  teamed  with  industry 
representatives  to  conduct  research  on  construction  productivity 
with  Asphalt -Rubber.  This  two-year  study  concludes  that  Asphalt - 
Rubber  ages  more  slowly  and  is  more  resilient  than  conventional 
asphalt  alternatives.   The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  recently 
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testified  before  the  House  of  Representatives  on  their  experience 
with  Asphalt -Rubber .  Dr.  Robert  Oswald,  Army  Corp  Director  of 
Research  and  Development,  had  the  following  to  say  about  the 
performance  of  crumb  rubber  as  an  asphalt  pavement  modifier.  "We 
have  demonstrated  that  we  can  increase  the  durability  of  asphalt 
pavements  by  including  crumb  rubber  from  tires.  We  can  improve  the 
safety  of  that  surface  because  it  also  gives  you  an  increased 
coefficient  of  friction." 

Cost  is  perhaps  the  least  understood  and  most  controversial  aspect 
of  Asphalt -Rubber .  A  simple  comparison  of  Asphalt -Rubber  and 
conventional  asphalt  materials  costs  will  show  that  Asphalt -Rubber 
material  costs  are  higher.  While  this  is  true,  these  types  of 
comparisons,  which  have  been  conducted  by  AASHTO,  are  fatally 
flawed  because  they  do  not  calculate  savings  resulting  from 
alternative  designs  allowed  using  Asphalt -Rubber  and  they  do  not 
calculate  life-cycle  cost  savings.  Additionally,  AASHTO  cost 
calculations  provided  to  Congress  do  not  reflect  market  changes 
resulting  from  increased  competition,  economies  of  scale  and  the 
expiration  in  late  1992  of  the  primary  Asphalt -Rubber  patents. 

It  is  essential  that  the  enhanced  performance  characteristics  of 
CRM   technologies   are   recognized   when   comparing   the   cost 
effectiveness  of  these  materials  with  conventional  asphalt. 
Mr.  Gene  Morris,  P.E.,  author  of  a  paper  issued  and  peer-reviewed 
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by  the  American  Society  for  Testing  Materials  titled  True  Cost 
Effectiveness  of  Asphalt-Rubber  Paving  Systems,  concluded  that,  "If 
systems  are  compared  that  truly  provide  solutions  to  the  problems, 
then  the  use  of  Asphalt -Rubber  can  provide  a  first  cost 
effectiveness  in  a  majority  of  the  cases.  Asphalt -Rubber  will 
provide  life  cycle  cost  effectiveness  virtually  100  percent  of  the 
t  ime . " 

Opponents  of  the  minimum  use  requirement  in  Section  1038,  as  you 
know  Chairman  Carr,  have  claimed  that  there  may  exist  emissions 
and\or  recyclability  problems  with  this  material.  These  same 
concerns  have  been  raised  publicly  for  nearly  ten  years  while 
evidence  has  mounted  that  they  are  unfounded.  Attached  to  my 
testimony  are  copies  of  research  findings  demonstrating  that  crumb 
rubber  modifiers  are  safe  and  fully  recyclable.  The  FHWA  and  the 
USEPA  conducted  an  eighteen  month  review  of  twenty  years  of 
research  conducted  on  crumb  rubber  modifiers.  They  have  found  no 
evidence  supporting  these  unfounded  claims. 

These  unproven  claims  must  be  viewed  in  the  context  of  standards 
being  applied  to  other  asphalt  modifiers  and  in  the  context  of  the 
minimum  use  requirement .  There  has  been  no  research  conducted  on 
the  safety  or  recyclability  of  polymer-modified  asphalt  pavements, 
yet  these  newer  materials  are  being  widely  accepted  and  used  by 
State  Departments  of  Transportation  and  within  industry.  There  has 
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been  a  double  and  unfair  standard  applied  to  crumb  rubber  modifiers 
relative  to  polymer  modifiers.  Opposition  to  the  minimum  use 
requirement  has  unfortunately  and  inappropriately  been  translated 
into  opposition  to  greater  use  of  Asphalt -Rubber  and  other  crumb 
rubber  modifier  products. 

Improved  performance  using  CRM  technologies  has  only  been 
accomplished  through  a  commitment  to  innovation  by  leaders  in 
certain  State  Departments  of  Transportation  and  in  the  asphalt 
pavement  contracting  community.  As  with  any  emerging  technology, 
there  exists  a  learning  curve  for  those  dedicated  to  perfecting  a 
superior  technology. 

As  we  have  learned  through  the  FHWA's  Strategic  Highway  Research 
Program  (SHRP) ,  there  are  numerous  factors  which  contribute  to  a 
successful  asphalt  pavement.  These  factors  include  mix  design, 
asphalt  composition,  aggregate  mix  and  source  and  many  others.  Not 
all  states  have  experienced  the  increased  performance  associated 
with  use  of  crumb  rubber  modifier.  There  have  been  project 
failures  resulting  from  inexperience  with  these  products,  poor 
design  specifications  and  inappropriate  construction  methodologies . 

The  goal  of  Section  1038  of  ,  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA  P.L.  102-240)  is  to 
encourage  greater  use  of  these  proven  products- -to  transfer  use  of 
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these  technologies.  As  this  Subcommittee  considers  how  it  will 
deal  with  Section  1038(d)  for  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Rubber 
Pavements  Association  hopes  that  it  will  not  lose  sight  of  the 
critical  need  for  technology  transfer  and  encouragements  for  State 
use  of  these  materials. 

Chairman  Carr,  a  prominent  trade  journal  published  an  editorial 
(attached  to  my  testimony)  stating  that  the  one  year  delay  which 
this  Subcommittee  included  in  its  bill  last  year  gave  a  "black  eye" 
to  crumb  rubber  modifier  technologies.  If  this  Subcommittee  again 
delays  implementation  of  this  provision,  without  offering  some 
constructive  long-term  solution  to  adjusting  Section  1038(d),  the 
Subcommittee  will  do  more  than  give  another  "black  eye"  to  this 
proven  technology.  The  Subcommittee  will  set  the  crumb  rubber 
modifier  industry  back  ten  years. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  attempting  to  broker  the 
divergent  concerns  of  environmental  organizations  (which  support 
Section  1038 (d) )  and  many  State  Departments  of  Transportation 
(which  support  greater  flexibility  in  Section  1038 (d) ) .  The 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  Transportation  Officials 
(AASHTO)  has  developed  a  Task  Force  to  review  Section  1038(d),  and 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  will 
substantively  adjust  the  statute  during  consideration  of  the 
National  Highway  System  (NHS)  reauthorization. 
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In  late  1991  Congress,  through  enacting  Section  1038,  directed 
industry  and  States  to  gear  up  to  meet  a  federal  requirement  for 
crumb  rubber  modified  asphalt  pavements.  In  1993,  two  years  later, 
Congress  delayed  implementation  of  this  requirement. 

In  1991  Congress  was  clear  in  its  interest  in  encouraging  industry 
and  States  to  make  investments  in  innovative,  cost-effective 
environmental  technologies.  To  this  end,  Congress  needs  provide 
consistent  guidance  and  encouragement.  The  legislative  delay  of 
Section  1038(d)  of  ISTEA  last  year  affected  the  allocation  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  plant  and  equipment  and  the  creation  of 
hundreds  of  new  jobs. 

A  second  one-year  delay  will  further  confuse  industry  and  States 
Departments  of  Transportation.  I  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  will 
either  let  Section  1038  be  implemented  as  intended  or  revise  the 
statute  substantively  to  provide  industry  and  States  some  degree  of 
certainty.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Howell. 

Mr.  Howell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Representative  Wolf.  It 
is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  today.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  before  you. 

And,  for  the  record,  I  was  bom  in  Royal  Oak,  my  dad  worked  for 
the  big  three,  and  I  feel  kind  of  here  at  home,  though  I  think  I  will 
be  asking  you  to  do  something  other  than  you  may  be  intending. 
Nonetheless,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Nice  to  have  you. 

Mr.  Howell.  Thank  you. 

My  name  is  Doug  Howell.  I  work  for  the  Environmental  and  En- 
ergy Study  Institute  here  in  Washington,  but  I  am  really  here  rep- 
resenting a  very  broad  coalition  that  supports  full  implementation 
of  Section  1038.  This  coalition  includes  environmentalists,  recycling 
organizations,  solid  waste  organizations,  public  health  organiza- 
tions, industry,  government  and  energy,  and  I  would  ask,  if  it  is 
okay,  that  the  official  statement  of  the  Coalition  in  support  of  Sec- 
tion 1038  be  submitted  in  the  record,  and  I  have  that  right  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Howell.  Great.  And  one  thing  I  would  like  to  mention — I 
have  not  been  able  to  update  this,  but  there  are  two  other  industry 
groups  that  have  joined  us  and  that  is  tire  manufacturers,  includ- 
ing Cooper  and  Michelin  Tire,  and  we  are  pleased  to  see  them  sup- 
porting full  implementation  as  well. 

There  are  a  few  other  articles,  if  I  may  ask  they  be  submitted 
into  the  record.  We  have  a  statement  about  the  energy  conserva- 
tion and  global  warming  gas  reduction  from  the  use  of  recycled 
tires  in  rubberized  asphalt  paving,  a  study  conducted  by  a  Ph.D. 
with  the  American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy.  If 
there  are  no  objections. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  put  it  in  the  file.  I  do  not  want  to  fill  up  the 
printed  record  with  that. 

Mr.  Howell.  Let  me  add  a  few  more  for  the  file:  a  quote  sheet 
from  experts  in  support  of  its  testimony,  a  Florida  DOT  press  re- 
lease hailing  rubberized  asphalt  as  a  win-win  situation  for  both 
roads  and  the  environment,  a  paper  that  was  submitted  to  the 
American  Society  of  Testing  and  Materials  on  the  true  cost-effec- 
tiveness of  rubberized  asphalt  paving  systems — if  that  could  go  in. 

Also  referencing  the  Director  of  the  R&D  for  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers in  talking  about  the  improved  curability  and  safety,  if  we 
could  put  that  piece  of  his  in  the  file  as  well.  Also  reference  to  the 
American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  their  conference  they  are  put- 
ting on  about  the,  quote,  advantages  of  using  rubber  asphalt  pav- 
ing materials.  I  will  be  making  reference  to  this  a  little  later.  And 
then  the  Coalition  statement. 

Thank  you.  I  appreciate  your  letting  me  put  all  that  in  the  file, 
as  it  were. 

Getting  on  to  the  statute  itself.  The  environmental  community 
has  been  supportive  of  this  because  1038,  from  our  view,  is  very, 
very  unique.  You  have  taken  a  massive  environmental  waste  prob- 
lem created  by  the  transportation  system,  about  250  million  used 
tires  every  year — you  have  taken  that  environmental  waste  prob- 
lem, and  you  are  putting  it  back  into  the  system  that  generated  it, 
the  transportation  system,  and  you  are  doing  it  to  create  a  better 
road. 
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That  for  us  is  a  win-win  situation,  and  that  is  why  Governor 
Chiles  is  so  supportive  of  it.  And  that  is  ultimately  what  we  want 
to  see  that  come  out  of  this,  that  intent  to  keep  that  secondary 
market,  that  environmentally  sustainable  secondary  market,  alive. 
For  that  reason,  we  are  very  focused  on  the  performance. 

It  is  great  that  the  rubber  pavement  industry  can  say  this  came 
about  first  as  an  engineering  benefit.  That  truly  plays  into  the 
uniqueness  and  importance  of  this  provision.  We  can  take  a  waste 
product  and  get  a  performance  benefit. 

There  are  two  issues  generally  I  want  to  cover  other  than  that 
background  and  that  is,  today,  the  need  to  have  technology  transfer 
and  requesting  you  not  and  this  committee  not  to  put  on  another 
prohibition  on  funding  on  Section  1038(d). 

Getting  to  the  need  for  tech  transfer,  we  believe  this  problem 
that  we  have  been  encountering  with  the  States  having  difficulty 
in  implementing  the  statute  can  be  characterized  as  a  technology 
transfer  and  training  program.  For  that  reason,  we  strongly  urge 
this  committee  to  support  us  in  our  efforts  to  get  FHWA  to  aggres- 
sively pursue  renewed  tech  transfer  and  training  programs. 

This  conference  brochure  by  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engi- 
neers is  terrific.  I  almost  wanted  to  slap  my  letterhead  on  there 
and  call  it  my  testimony.  It  reads  like  a  very  solid  endorsement  for 
rubberized  asphalt  technology.  The  type  of  work  they  are  doing  is 
exactly  the  type  of  work  we  believe  Federal  Highway  should  have 
been  doing. 

In  fact,  we  are  very  disappointed  that  Federal  Highway  has  not 
been  more  aggressive  about  technology  transfer  and  training.  They 
knew  that  change  comes  slowly  in  the  States.  They  knew  some  peo- 
ple were  having  technology  transfer  and  training  problems  in  get- 
ting people  up  to  speed.  They  knew  about  this,  and  they  did  not 
aggressively  pursue,  and  for  us  that  is  extremely  disappointing. 

But  the  game  is  not  over.  If  they  jump  in  now  and  begin  to  do 
aggressive  programs,  we  believe  the  requirements  can  be  made 
next  year  without  a  prohibition  on  funds  on  Section  1038(d). 

Specifically,  I  would  like  to  mention  a  couple  other  things  about 
the  Coalition.  We  understand  you  have  received  a  letter  from  the 
Northeast  Recycling  Council,  which  lists  all  the  northeast  States  as 
being  in  support  of  that.  I  would  also  ask  that  that  be  put  in  the 
file.  Thank  you. 

And,  also,  I  did  want  to  mention,  just  to  make  it  a  little  more 
real  for  the  committee,  there  are  people  from  Virginia,  as  there  are 
from  other  people  on  your  committee — but  just  to  make  it  real  for 
you,  to  know  this  is  not  just  inside-the-Beltway  national  environ- 
mental groups  pushing  for  it.  Citizens  for  Alternatives  to  Chemical 
Contamination  in  Michigan,  Clean  Water  Action  in  Michigan,  East 
Michigan  Environmental  Action  Council,  Ecology  Center  of  Ann 
Arbor,  Michigan  Environmental  Council,  Michigan  Recycling  Coali- 
tion, Recycle  Ann  Arbor,  Recycle 

Mr.  Carr.  There  are  many  people  who  would  like  to  recycle  Ann 
Arbor. 

Mr.  Howell.  I  hope  we  can  do  it  with  rubberized  asphalt.  The 
point  is,  there  are  lots  of  people  in  your  State,  in  Virginia,  in  all 
the  States  represented  here  that  are  very  supportive  of  this,  and 
we  want  to  let  people  know  that  the  effect  of  1038  is  hitting  far 
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and  wide.  There  are  many  constituencies  interested  in  the  success- 
ful implementation,  and  this  is  just  the  beginning  of  it. 

Moving  directly  to  the  issue  of  prohibition  on  funds.  We  are  very 
concerned  about  a  renewed  prohibition  on  funds.  Initial  opposition 
to  Section  1038  focused  on  seeking  a  delay  to  allow  States  more 
time  to  come  into  compliance.  However,  the  delay  did  not  just  allow 
for  more  time,  but  it  really  served  as  a  catalyst  to  fuel  more  opposi- 
tion to  the  requirement,  and  we  believe  that  that  prohibition  on 
funds  actually  served  as  a  catalyst  to  create  complete  opposition 
asking  for  complete  repeal. 

So  while  it  is  seen  as  a  delay,  it  is  not  acting  that  way,  and  it 
really  is  acting,  in  our  perception,  as  a  black  eye  to  the  industry. 

Further,  the  message  of  Section  1038  is  that  recycled  rubber  in 
pavement  is  here  to  stay.  That  is  our  belief  from  what  the  intent 
of  the  statute  is  trying  to  create.  Five  to  10  percent  of  the  require- 
ment is  to  use  crumb  rubber.  That  is  the  intent.  The  prohibition 
on  funds  acts  as  a  significant  setback  to  this  congressional  intent. 

This  time,  the  delay  will  cut  into  the  rubber  asphalt  require- 
ments of  Section  1038.  More  importantly,  any  renewed  delay  may 
be  seen  by  the  States  as  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  1038. 

With  aggressive  and  immediate  technology  transfer  programs  by 
FHWA  and  other  appropriate  agencies  and  organizations  that  could 
be  involved,  the  requirements  can  be  met.  In  fact,  it  is  our  under- 
standing that  FHWA  has  sent  a  memorandum  to  the  States  telling 
them  they  should  have  a  plan  to  implement  the  requirements  of 
1038. 

The  prohibition  of  the  funds  of  Section  1038  also  creates  a  confu- 
sion and  inconsistency  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Grovemment,  as 
mentioned  by  Mr.  Baker.  Contractors,  small  businesses  are  invest- 
ing in  this,  and  now  the  Federal  Government  says  no.  We  ask  that 
the  Congress  stick  firm  to  their  intent,  not  just  because  it  is  the 
law  but  because  the  Federal  Ciovemment  needs  to  stand  firm  be- 
hind environmentally  sustainable  technologies,  and  that  is  what 
rubberized  asphalt  is. 

It  is  a  secondary  market,  performance-based,  environmentally 
sustainable  market,  and  that  is  the  best  kind  of  market  we  could 
ask  for  to  help  resolve  this  massive  solid  waste  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  help— we  could  really  use  a  lot  of  your 
help  here  in  getting  the  protection  for  1038,  specifically  on  tech 
transfer,  which  we  think  is  the  largest  problem.  If  the  focus  was 
away  from  the  prohibition  and  on  the  tech  transfer  and  training, 
we  believe  all  the  States  could  say,  as  California,  Arizona  and, 
most  recently,  Florida  says,  it  is  a  win-win  for  the  environment  and 
for  our  roads. 

So  we  thank  you  and  we  look  forward  to  your  help.  If  you  have 
any  questions,  we  would  be  glad  to  answer  them. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  spirited  testimony  and  for  our 
growing  file. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Doug  Howell  follows:] 
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Good  afternoon.  Chairman  Carr  and  members  of  the  committee. 
It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  today.  My  name  is  Doug  Howell,  I  am  an 
associate  with  the  Environmental  and  Energy  Study  Institute  (EESI)  . 
EESI  is  an  independent  non-profit  organization  dedicated  to 
promoting  environmentally  sustainable  societies.  For 
transportation,  that  means  environmentally  sustainable 
transportation  systems. 

I  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  be  here  to  represent  the 
coalition  that  supports  full  implementation  of  the  rubberized 
asphalt  provisions  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  .  We  know  you  have  received  numerous 
requests  to  testify  and  we  are  fortunate  to  have  been  included.  We 
take  that  as  a  clear  sign  of  your  willingness  to  include  the  "new 
partners"  in  transportation  as  emphasized  in  ISTEA.  We  applaud  all 
your  efforts  and  those  of  your  staff  as  well. 

I  am  here  representing  more  than  100  organizations  which 
support  full  implementation  of  Section  1038  dealing  with  rubberized 
asphalt.  This  coalition  represents  national  and  regional 
environmental  groups,  recycling  and  solid  waste  organizations, 
public  health  organizations,  tire  manufacturers  and  tire  dealers, 
local  governments,  industry,  and  energy  organizations. 

There  are  seven  issue  areas  I  would  like  to  address  today. 

1.  The  enormous  problems  caused  by  used  tires  and  the  benefits 
derived  from  recycled  rubber  in  pavement . 

2.  The  four  major  substantive  issues  that  critics  have  raised 
concerning  the  use  of  rubberized  asphalt:  performance,  cost, 
worker  health  and  recyclability . 

3 .  The  need  for  aggressive  technology  transfer  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA) . 

4.  The  need  for  specifications  for  recycled  rubber  in  asphalt 
pavements . 

5.  Concerns  related  to  amendments  to  Section  1038. 

6.  Keeping  the  amending  and  legislative  process  open  to  the 
public. 

7.  The  urgent  need  not  to  further  delay  implementation  of  Section 
1038 (d) . 
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1.  PROBLEMS  OF  USED  TIRES,  BENEFITS  OF  RUBBERIZED  ASPHALT 

Used  tires  are  a  massive  solid  waste  problem.  Each  year,  250 
million  waste  tires  are  generated,  and  two  to  three  billion  tires 
already  litter  the  nation.  Used  tires  cannot  be  handled  with  other 
waste  because  they  work  their  way  to  the  surface  of  landfills, 
breaking  the  cover  and  exposing  the  landfill  contents.  Tire 
disposal  is  an  enormous  cost  and  land  use  burden  for 
municipalities.  Waste  tires  also  are  a  public  health  hazard.  They 
are  breeding  grounds  for  mosquitoes  and  rodents.  Tire  fires,  which 
frequently  occur,  release  toxins  in  the  air  and  can  burn  for 
months.  The  run-off  from  the  fires  contaminates  groundwater, 
streams  and  soil . 

Use  of  crumb  rubber  in  paving  takes  a  disposal  problem  and 
turns  it  into  a  valuable  resource  that  can  benefit  society.  Full 
implementation  of  Section  1038  will  result  in  the  high-value 
recycling  of  approximately  80  to  100  million  of  the  250  million 
used  tires  generated  each  year.  Rubberized  asphalt  increases  the 
durability  of  new  pavement  by  increasing  its  flexibility  while 
reducing  cracking  and  thereby  extending  pavement  life.  The  cracks 
allow  water  to  enter  the  pavement  which  leads  to  potholes  -- 
something  we  have  seen  plenty  of  this  past  winter.  Rubberized 
asphalt  also  can  allow  for  an  overlay  of  old  worn  pavement  instead 
of  digging  up  the  old  pavement  and  laying  down  new  pavement . 
Additionally,  repeated  testing  in  Europe  demonstrates  that 
rubberized  asphalt  can  reduce  traffic  noise  by  50  percent  to  90 
percent . 

Rubberized  asphalt  can  contribute  to  safer  roads  on  two 
fronts.  A  top  layer  of  pavement  made  with  rubberized  asphalt  can 
increase  the  traction  of  tires  thereby  reducing  skidding.  The 
director  of  research  and  development  for  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers 
testified  last  year  before  the  House  Science,  Space  and  Technology 
Committee  on  green  technologies  and  made  the  following  comments  on 
rubberized  asphalt: 

"We  have  demonstrated  that  we  can  increase  the  durability 
of  asphalt  pavements  by  including  crumb  rubber  from 
tires.  We  can  include  [sic] - -improve  the  safety  of  that 
surface  because  it  also  gives  you  an  increased 
coefficient  of  friction." 

The  second  safety  benefit  from  rubberized  asphalt  has  been 
demonstrated  extensively  in  California,  where  all  of  the 
rehabilitation  projects  that  use  rubberized  asphalt  take  almost 
half  the  construction  time,  thereby  posing  less  risk  to 
construction  workers  and  people  driving  automobiles. 

Initial  research  indicates  that  energy  is  saved  when  employing 
the  California  specifications,  which  have  been  approved  by  the 
regional  FHWA.   These  specifications  allow  for  the  use  of  surface 
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courses  half  the  thickness  required  for  conventional  asphalt 
paving.  These  pavements  also  last  twice  as  long,  reducing  the  need 
for  repaving.  By  reducing  the  materials  required  for  paving,  the 
energy  required  to  produce  the  additional  asphalt  and  aggregate  can 
be  saved.  In  fact,  it  was  the  need  to  save  energy  during  the  oil 
crisis  in  the  early  1970s  which  prompted  the  use  of  reclaimed 
asphalt  pavement.  In  addition,  by  rehabilitating  worn  pavements 
with  rubberized  asphalt,  repaving  of  existing  roads  can  be  delayed 
by  years  thereby  further  reducing  energy  expenditures.  All  these 
energy  savings  also  translate  into  reductions  in  carbon  dioxide 
emissions  which  help  us  meet  our  targets  for  reduction  in 
greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

This  section  of  ISTEA  is  one  of  the  most  significant  federal 
recycling  provisions  on  the  books  today,  and  it  is  unique.  It 
takes  a  major  transportation  pollution  problem  --  250  million  used 
tires  a  year  --  and  puts  nearly  40  percent  of  the  problem  back  into 
the  transportation  system  to  make  better  roads.  The  enormous 
environmental  and  public  health  benefits  from  recycling  used  tires 
and  the  comprehensive  benefits  from  rubberized  asphalt  are  the 
reasons  why  so  many  organizations  support  full  implementation  of 
Section  1038. 


2.  PERFORMANCE,  COST,  WORKER  HEALTH,  AND  RECYCLABILITY 

Performance  The  states  of  California,  Arizona  and  Florida, 
and  several  European  countries  show  exceptional  performance  results 
with  use  of  crumb  rubber  modifiers.  These  consistent  results  are 
being  achieved  in  nearly  every  climatic  and  road  condition.  In 
Arizona,  it  is  used  in  desert  climates  and  near  the  Grand  Canyon 
where  it  can  get  to  20  to  30  degrees  below  zero.  California 
anticipates  using  nearly  one  million  tons  of  asphalt  rubber  hot  mix 
in  1994  in  all  road  projects,  not  just  federally  funded  ones.  On 
December  17,  1993,  Florida  announced  that  it  will  use  asphalt 
rubber  hot  mix  on  100  percent  of  its  road  surface  courses  in  1994. 
And  Arizona,  the  birthplace  of  this  technology,  has  been  using 
rubberized  asphalt  since  1965. 

In  addition,  crumb  rubber  is  used  in  180  airports,  freight 
terminals  and  military  installations  because  of  its  greater 
durability  under  heavy  loads.  As  stated  earlier,  the  Army  Corp  of 
Engineers  recently  testified  before  Congress  that  crumb  rubber 
modifiers  enhance  the  durability  of  asphalt  pavements  and  improve 
the  safety  of  the  road  surface  due  to  its  increased  coefficient  of 
friction. 

Cost  The  cost  benefits  of  rubberized  asphalt  will  not  be 
realized  unless  the  technology  is  properly  applied  in  specific 
projects.  Applications  of  rubberized  asphalt,  therefore,  must 
focus  on  performance  benefits  and  follow  the  examples  where  it  has 
been  successfully  and  extensively  applied,  and  where  it  is  used  to 
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enhance  performance.   The  strong  link  between  cost  and  performance 

illustrates  the  need  for  aggressive  technology  transfer  efforts  by 
the  FHWA.  These  technology  transfer  and  training  programs  should 
focus  on  performance,  not  just  fulfilling  the  1038  requirements. 
States  with  successful  performance  results  should  be  enlisted  to 
provide  this  technology  transfer. 

The  greatest  cost  benefit  from  rubberized  asphalt  is  from  the 
lifecycle  performance  of  the  roads.  This  lifecycle  benefit 
complements  the  AASHTO  Guide  for  Design  of  Pavement  Structures 
which  stresses  that  all  costs  occurring  during  the  life  of  a 
pavement  be  included  in  economic  evaluation,  not  just  material 
costs.  While  the  crumb  rubber  modified  materials  are  on  average  30 
percent  more  expensive,  these  up- front  costs  are  surpassed  by  the 
benefit  and  cost  savings  of  a  longer  lasting  road.  Furthermore,  in 
the  case  of  California,  up-front  cost  savings  were  achieved  because 
their  application  of  rubberized  asphalt  allows  them  to  use  50 
percent  less  pavement  in  their  surface  courses  and  rehabilitation 
projects.  This  accounts  for  the  majority  of  the  nearly  one  million 
tons  of  rubberized  asphalt  CalTrans  will  use  this  year,  thereby 
saving  short-term  and  long-term  money  for  the  taxpayers  of 
California. 

The  American  Society  of  Testing  Materials  sponsored  a  paper 
last  year.  True  Cost -Effectiveness  of  Asphalt -Rubber  Paving 
Systems,  which  states  that: 

"Those  who  are  looking  only  at  material  cost  comparisons 
should  begin  looking  at  the  comparable  cost  of  alternate 
pavement  rehabilitation  strategies.  If  systems  are 
compared  that  truly  provide  solutions  to  the  problems, 
then  the  use  of  asphalt -rubber  can  provide  a  first  cost 
effectiveness  in  a  majority  of  the  cases.  Asphalt -rubber 
will  provide  life  cycle  cost  effectiveness  virtually  100 
percent  of  the  time." 

The  cost  of  the  most  widely  used  crumb  rubber  modifier  process 
--  asphalt  rubber  --  has  declined  nearly  50  percent  since  the 
primary  patents  on  this  process  expired  in  June  1992.  Furthermore, 
as  larger  projects  replace  the  current  small  experimental  projects, 
economies  of  scale  and  greater  competition  will  continue  to  drive 
the  cost  down.  Local  governments  and  tire  dealers  will  be  the 
beneficiaries  of  avoided  land-filling  costs  associated  with  scrap 
tires.  Asphalt  rubber  and  other  crumb  rubber  modifier  processes 
are  increasingly  used  by  states  because  they  are  cost  effective. 

Worker  Safety  The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(USEPA)  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (USDOT)  conducted 
an  extensive  analysis  of  the  existing  data  related  to  emissions 
from  crumb  r\ibber  modifiers.  Substantial  data  has  been  developed 
through  nearly  20  years  of  European  experiences  with  these 
processes.    Extensive  research  on  emissions  from  crumb  rubber 
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modifiers  has  been  conducted  in  Florida,  California,  Canada  and  the 
Netherlands.  None  of  these  sources  present  evidence  that  suggests 
these  processes  produce  hannful  emissions. 

Recvclabilitv  There  is  substantial  evidence  showing  that 
crumb  rubber  modified  pavements  can  be  fully  recycled  as 
demonstrated  by  the  experiences  in  California,  Florida,  Arizona, 
Canada  and  Europe.  The  issue  of  recyclability  that  has  been  raised 
by  critics  is  a  political  red  herring.  Opponents  of  Section  1038 
do  not  raise  such  concerns  regarding  the  recyclability  of  newer 
polymer  modified  asphalt  pavements. 

3  .  THE  NEED  FOR  AGGRESSIVE  TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER  AND  TRAINING  BY  FHWA 

The  problem  of  implementing  Section  1038  could  be 
characterized  as  a  technology  transfer  and  training  problem.  If 
states  that  have  had  difficulties  with  rubberized  asphalt,  had  the 
knowledge  and  experience  of  California,  Arizona  or  Florida,  then 
they  undoubtedly  would  not  have  the  problems  they  are  reporting. 

There  are  institutional  problems  associated  with  change. 
State  engineers  and  contractors  are  resistant.  This  resistance  to 
the  mandate  has  begun  to  overshadow  the  benefits  of  rubberized 
asphalt.  Some  state  DOTs  simply  want  to  find  ways  to  get  rid  of 
the  tires  and  will  ignore  the  significant  benefits  and  cost  savings 
from  using  rubberized  asphalt.  It  appears  that  some  states  oppose 
the  technology  just  because  they  oppose  the  mandate. 

No  one,  let  alone  engineers,  likes  to  be  told  what  to  do.  It 
is  difficult  for  state  highway  engineers  and  private  contractors  to 
readily  accept  practices  from  other  states.  Successful  practices 
cannot  always  be  directly  transferred  to  other  states  which  use 
different  binders,  different  aggregate  and  have  different  climates. 
Since  the  use  of  crumb  rubber  in  asphalt  is  a  big  change  for  state 
highway  departments  and  their  contractors,  it  becomes  all  the  more 
imperative  that  FHWA  aggressively  pursue  technology  transfer  and 
training  programs . 

The  purpose  of  such  technology  transfer  and  training  programs 
is  to  ensure  that  states  --  which  are  currently  having  problems  in 
effectively  using  the  technology,  and  as  a  result,  are  concerned 
about  meeting  the  1038(d)  requirements  --  get  immediate  and 
productive  information  and  training.  Such  programs  are  essential 
to  the  effective  implementation  of  Section  1038.  Furthermore,  such 
programs  will  help  ensure  that  states  are  focused  on  using  the 
technology  to  assure  performance,  and  not  simply  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  the  law.  Unless  states  learn  how  to  use  the 
technology  as  it  was  intended  --  that  is  to  enhance  pavement 
performance  --  they  will  not  experience  the  benefits  of  rubberized 
asphalt  and  will  continue  to  unnecessarily  incur  additional  costs. 
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I  ask  that  a  copy  of  a  brochure  from  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers  (ASCE)  on  the  "Advantages  of  Using  Asphalt  Rubber 
Paving  Materials"  be  included  in  the  record.  This  is  exactly  the 
type  of  training  program  that  we  expect  from  FHWA.  Similar 
seminars  could  be  coordinated  by  FHWA  in  conjunction  with  ASCE,  EPA 
and  any  public  interest  group  or  trade  association  that  would  be 
interested  in  promoting  such  seminars.  Comprehensive  training 
programs  should  be  instituted  immediately  and  continue  until  states 
can  assure  USDOT  of  their  ability  to  successfully  implement  Section 
1038. 


4.   THE  NEED  FOR  SPECIFICATIONS  FOR  RECYCLED  RUBBER  IN  ASPHALT 
PAVEMENTS 

Near-term  and  lifecycle  cost  benefits  of  rxibberized  asphalt 
will  never  be  realized  unless  states  focus  on  the  performance 
benefits.  Establishing  specifications  will  help  ensure  that  states 
use  the  technology  as  it  was  intended,  i.e.  to  improve  the  quality 
of  pavement.  FHWA  has  already  begun  to  define  broad  application 
specifications  for  rxibberized  asphalt  technologies  and  processes  in 
the  "State  of  the  Practice  --  Design  and  Construction  of  Asphalt 
Paving  Materials  with  Crumb  Rubber  Modifier"  (FHWA-SA-92-022 ,  May 
1992) .  Specifications  should  be  established  as  soon  as  possible, 
and  should  allow  for  flexibility  but  prevent  misuse  of  the 
technology  where  no  performance  benefit  is  intended.  For  example, 
FHWA  has  broadly  defined  a  typical  crumb  rubber  modifier  mix  with 
a  range  of  15  percent  to  25  percent  content.  However,  Florida  uses 
12.5  percent  on  average  and  is  experiencing  enhanced  performance 
benefits  --  this  type  of  variation  should  be  allowed.  By  contrast, 
Illinois  is  using  1  pound  of  crumb  rubber  for  every  1,000  pounds  of 
hot  mix  and  will  not  gain  any  performance  benefits  from  the 
rubberized  asphalt  technology  --  this  type  of  variation  should  not 
be  allowed. 


5.  CONCERNS  RELATED  TO  AMENDMENTS  TO  SECTION  1038 

Civil  Engineering  Applications  AASHTO  and  state  DOTs  are 
asking  that  they  get  credit  toward  the  minimum  utilization 
requirement  for  use  of  scrap  tires  in  other  civil  engineering 
applications.  We  have  three  concerns  and  statements  related  to 
this  proposal.  One,  we  are  very  concerned  that  this  will  detract 
from  the  performance  benefits  of  rubberized  asphalt.  We  have 
already  heard  of  some  state  DOTs  that  are  trying  to  find  ways  to 
dump  crumb  rubber  into  asphalt  with  no  regard  to  performance 
benefits.  If  other  highway  applications  are  included,  the  focus 
may  shift  to  fulfilling  the  Section  1038  requirement  by  using  these 
applications  instead  of  getting  the  guaranteed  value  of  scrap  tires 
in  rubberized  asphalt. 

The  second  concern  relates  to  performance  criteria  for  use  of 
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scrap  tires  in  other  civil  engineering  applications.  Crumb  rubber 
in  asphalt  clearly  enhances  pavement  performance.  Use  of  scrap 
tires  in  other  highway  applications  may  or  may  not  enhance  a 
particular  application.  For  example,  there  may  be  some  benefit  for 
using  scrap  tires  as  low-density  or  light-weight  fill.  But  there 
is  not  extensive  criteria  to  evaluate  whether  this  specific 
application  can  enhance  performance.  Furthermore,  once  it  is  used 
as  fill,  it  cannot  be  recycled.  Other  highway  applications  have 
even  less  certainty  about  their  benefit  as  a  material  substitute. 
Our  fear  is  that  other  applications  may  start  to  be  used  as  well- 
engineered  landfills  for  tires.  In  fact,  it  is  our  understanding 
that  most  of  the  other  civil  engineering  applications  that  could  be 
used  as  part  of  a  highway  project  are  classified  as  landfills.  In 
any  case,  there  is  clear  evidenc-e  that  scrap  tires  have  a  material 
benefit  in  asphalt  pavements  when  properly  applied. 

The  third  point  on  other  civil  engineering  applications 
relates  directly  to  the  credit  issue.  State  DOTs  want  credit 
toward  the  Section  1038  requirements  for  each  pound  of  recycled 
rubber  used  in  other  civil  engineering  applications.  We  believe 
this  is  inappropriate  when  state  DOTs  can  already  get  credit  for 
other  applications  in  their  state  tire  abatement  programs.  Section 
1038(d) (7)  allows  for  individual  state  reductions.  They  apply  to 
USDOT  for  the  reduction  if  the  state  believes  that  their  tire 
abatement  programs  address  their  scrap  tire  problems.  The 
reduction  must  have  the  concurrence  of  USEPA.  To  date,  several 
states  have  applied  and  all  have  been  denied.  Wisconsin,  which  has 
one  of  the  most  successful  tire  abatement  programs  in  the  country, 
was  denied  a  reduction  because  their  abatement  program  did  not 
address  the  huge  backlog  of  pre-existing  stockpiles  of  scrap  tires. 

This  situation  directly  leads  into  concerns  over  waivers 
related  to  claims  of  needing  to  import  tires  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  in  Section  1038. 

Importing  Tires  We  have  heard  state  DOTs  assert  that  they 
would  have  to  import  tires  in  order  to  fulfill  their  Section  1038 
requirements.  Yet  the  states  that  have  applied  for  an  individual 
state  reduction  have  been  denied.  There  continues  to  be 
discrepancies  in  the  accounting  of  tires  for  the  abatement  programs 
between  state  DOTs,  their  department  of  natural  resources 
counterparts  and  the  USEPA.  If  states  are  truly  addressing  their 
tire  problems,  then  they  will  not  have  to  import  tires  and  will 
qualify  for  a  reduction  of  the  Section  1038  requirements. 

6 .  KEEP  THE  AMENDING  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROCESS  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

We  are  concerned  that  Section  1038  will  be  reviewed  for 
modification  without  the  inclusion  of  the  general  public.  What 
happens  here  today  is  only  the  beginning.  For  the  new  partners  in 
ISTEA  to  be  part  of  the  process,  it  is  imperative  that  this 
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committee  provide  adequate  time  for  the  public  to  see  any  proposal 
well  before  it  is  considered  for  mark  up. 

7.   THE  URGENT  NEED  NOT  TO  FURTHER  DELAY  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  SECTION 
1038(d) 

Initial  opposition  to  Section  1038  focused  on  seeking  a  delay- 
to  allow  states  more  time  to  come  into  compliance  with  the  Section 
1038  requirements.  However,  the  delay  did  not  just  allow  more  time 
for  compliance,  but  served  more  as  a  catalyst  to  fuel  complete 
opposition  to  the  requirements.  We  are  very  concerned  that  any 
repeated  delay  will  fuel  continued  opposition  to  the  requirements, 
and  as  a  consequence,  will  fuel  increased  opposition  to  the 
technology  itself.  We  suggest  that  the  real  solution  to  the 
problem  is  not  another  delay  in  implementation,  but  an  aggressive 
and  immediate  emphasis  on  technology  transfer  and  training. 

A  further  delay  sends  the  wrong  message  to  the  states.  The 
message  of  Section  1038  is  that  recycled  rubber  in  pavements  is 
here  to  stay.  The  prohibition  on  funds  for  Section  1038(d) ,  while 
officially  seen  as  a  delay,  acts  as  a  significant  setback  to  this 
Congressional  intent. 

This  time  the  delay  will  cut  into  the  rubberized  asphalt 
requirements  of  Section  1038.  In  1995,  states  will  be  required  to 
use  recycled  materials  in  10  percent  of  their  federal  paving 
projects.  At  a  minimum,  5  percent  must  be  fulfilled  by  using 
rubber  from  used  tires.  If  a  prohibition  of  funds  for  Section 
1038(d)  is  again  included  in  the  FY95  appropriations  bill,  then  the 
rubberized  asphalt  requirements  will  be  ineffective.  More 
importantly,  any  renewed  delay  may  well  be  seen  by  the  states  as 
the  beginning  of  the  end  of  Section  1038. 

States  can  meet  the  Section  1038  requirements  next  year.  With 
aggressive  and  immediate  technology  transfer  and  training  programs 
by  FHWA  and  other  appropriate  agencies  and  organizations,  the 
requirements  can  be  met.  In  fact,  we  have  been  told  that  FHWA  has 
sent  a  memorandum  to  the  states  telling  them  that  they  should  have 
a  plan  to  implement  the  requirements  of  Section  1038.  In  other 
words,  the  states  are  officially  on  notice  that  they  will  have  to 
comply  with  the  requirements . 

The  prohibition  on  funds  for  Section  1038(d)  also  creates 
confusion  and  inconsistency  on  the  part  of  the  federal  government. 
Many  contractors  and  small  businesses  have  invested  in  asphalt 
rubber  technologies  in  anticipation  of  the  Section  1038 
requirements.  Now  the  federal  government  has  gone  back  on  its 
word,  creating  confusion  as  to  the  future  of  Section  1038  and 
making  new  businesses  question  their  investments.  The  government 
needs  to  stick  to  its  gtins .  Not  just  because  Congress  passed  the 
law,  but  because  the  federal  government  needs  to  stand  firm  for 
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environmentally  sustainable  markets . 

Rubberized  asphalt  serves  two  very  important  purposes:  it 
addresses  a  major  public  health  and  solid  waste  problem,  and  it 
improves  our  roads.  Rubberized  asphalt  is  exactly  the  type  of 
technology  that  the  government  should  support .  The  environmental 
community  wants  to  see  rubberized  asphalt  become  a  permanent  part 
of  transportation  investments.  Any  further  delay  will  cripple  the 
efforts  to  make  rubberized  asphalt  a  permanent  part  of 
transportation  infrastructure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  need  your  help  to  protect  one  of  the  best 
secondary  markets  for  used  tires  and  that  is  rubberized  asphalt. 
We  ask  that  this  committee  not  focus  on  a  further  delay  of 
implementation,  but  focus  on  the  real  problem  --  technology 
transfer  and  training.  With  your  assistance  and  significant 
influence,  you  can  help  get  these  information  and  training  programs 
in  place  so  all  states  benefit  from  this  important  and  innovative 
technology.  With  your  help,  all  states  will  be  able  to  say  what 
the  State  of  Florida  has  recently  said:  that  rubberized  asphalt  is 
a  "win-win"  for  the  environment  and  for  our  roads. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  for  your  time.  I  would  be  glad  to  answer 
any  questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Bernstein. 

Mr.  Bernstein.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Surface  Transportation  PoHcy  Project 
Steering  Committee,  and  we  thank  you  for  your  continued  wiUing- 
ness  to  hear  our  testimony. 

I  am  also  President  of  the  Center  for  Neighborhood  Technology 
and  the  Alliance  for  a  Sustainable  Materials  Economy.  We  urge 
your  full  support  for  complete  implementation  of  Section  1038  and, 
in  that  regard,  your  support  to  act  to  limit  the  moratorium  regard- 
ing 1038(d). 

We  want  to  make  three  short  points  today:  The  first  is  we  believe 
that  major  investments  of  public  dollars  should  be  based  on  life- 
cycle  cost  principles. 

Recent  commissions  and  studies  have  addressed  the  deteriorat- 
ing condition  of  our  national  infrastructure,  particularly  our  road 
system.  These  include  the  report  of  the  National  Council  on  Public 
Works  Improvement,  AASHTO  and  the  U.S.  Office  of  Technology 
Assessment,  among  others. 

I  am  not  going  to  add  these  to  the  file,  unlike  my  colleague  here, 
but  I  believe  you  have  these.  They  were  all  addressed  in  part  to 
this  committee.  Each  flagged  the  growing  gap  between  available  re- 
sources and  fiscal  capacity  on  the  one  hand  and  the  growing  de- 
mands for  capital  repair  replacement  and  expansion  on  the  other. 

Given  the  poor  fiscal  health  of  State  and  local  government  today, 
we  must  act  wisely  in  choosing  technologies  and  materials  for 
major  investments.  I  would  like  to  note  studies  by  the  Eno  Founda- 
tion for  Transportation  which  shows  only  $1  out  of  every  $6  in- 
vested in  roads  by  government  is  paid  by  the  trust  fund,  and, 
therefore,  $5  out  of  $6  represents  obligations  of  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment and,  more  accurately,  by  their  users  and  taxpayers. 

We  believe  that  operations  and  maintenance  of  existing  roads, 
particularly  major  highways,  dominate  these  expenses.  If  the  in- 
creased use  of  a  pavement  technology  such  as  crumb  rubber  modi- 
fier asphalt  can  reduce  the  true  cost  of  roads  then  we  must  afford 
States  and  localities  every  opportunity  to  capture  these  savings. 

I  would  like  to  note  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers 
makes  the  case  that  major  transportation  systems  should  be  de- 
signed to  last  150  years  or  longer,^  and  we  quote:  The  useful  life  of 
50  or  even  75  years  is  no  longer  a  rational  basis  of  design  for  trans- 
portation systems. 

One  thing  I  would  like  to  add  to  the  file,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
report  of  Mr.  David  Novick,  formerly  Senior  VP  of  Parsons, 
Brinckerhoff,  Quade  &  Douglas,  a  respected  engineering  firm,  offer- 
ing his  opinion  on  life-cycle  costing  and  how  to  implement  it. 

In  a  recent  hearing  in  front  of  the  Illinois  General  Assembly 
House  of  Representatives  Transportation  Committee,  members 
voted  overwhelmingly,  27  to  1,  for  proposed  legislation  on  alter- 
native paving  materials.  One  of  the  principal  considerations  cited 
was  the  need  to  ensure  that  repaving  was  of  lasting  value. 

We  submit  that  concerns  about  potholes  and  road  conditions, 
which  we  can  read  about  weekly  in  the  press,  reflect  the  national 
consensus  for  ensuring  that  public  investment  be  of  the  greatest 
lasting  value. 
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The  second  point  we  want  to  make  is  ISTEA  generally  calls  for 
life-cycle  analysis  as  a  basis  for  investment  anjrway.  Specifically, 
planning  factor  number  12  in  Section  134  and  number  20  in  Sec- 
tion 135  call  for  the  use  of  life-cycle  costing  in  the  design  and  engi- 
neering of  bridges,  tunnels  and  pavement.  These  sections  also  call 
for  fiscally  constrained  transportation  improvement  programs. 

DOT  interprets  the  intent  of  Congress  here  to  include  full  consid- 
eration of  both  first  costs  and  of  life-cycle  costs  £ind  in  this  way  is 
seen  as  a  way  of  assisting  the  States  in  their  quest  for  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility. 

ISTEA  also  creates  a  pavement  management  system  which  incor- 
porates these  life-cycle  cost  principles  and  transmits  better  long- 
term  cost  signals  at  all  levels  of  government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  read  with  interest  your  own  investment 
criteria  introduced  to  this  subcommittee  last  May.  We  believe  that 
these  criteria,  when  fully  considered,  in  fact  support  the  sense  of 
benefits  by  Section  1038,  and  we  commend  you  for  your  vision  on 
this  matter,  and  we  hope  that  the  subcommittee  sees  fit  to  clearly 
and  unambiguously  send  a  signal  of  such  intent  by  removing  the 
moratorium  enacted  last  year. 

Finally,  we  believe  that  the  benefits  of  ending  this  moratorium 
are  too  great  to  ignore.  We  do  not  have  enough  time  to  go  through 
all  of  them,  but  we  have  taken  the  time  to  identify  the  independent 
studies,  bodies  ranging  from  the  American  Society  of  Testing  and 
Materials  to  the  American  Public  Health  Association,  and  the  four 
categories  are:  the  environmental  benefits,  the  health  benefits,  the 
economic  benefits  and  the  safety  benefits. 

I  think  the  job  benefits  in  particular  are  too  great  to  be  ignored. 
ISTEA  itself,  in  the  declaration  of  policy,  finally  calls  for  all  these 
kinds  of  benefits  to  be  achieved  and  ends  with  the  statement  that, 
quote,  practices  that  resulted  in  the  lengthy  and  overly  costly  con- 
struction of  the  interstate  highway  system  must  be  confronted  and 
ceased. 

We  believe,  again,  that  if  we  can  clearly  and  unambiguously  send 
the  right  signal  to  the  States  and  to  the  industry,  in  fact,  that  we 
will  get  the  kind  of  marketplace  for  these  materials  and  for  keeping 
costs  down  that  we  need. 

On  behalf  of  the  over  200  organizational  members  of  STPP  and 
the  alliance  and  the  several  million  members  of  our  respective  or- 
ganizations, we  urge  you  to  act  to  rescind  this  moratorium  today 
or  at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity  and  enable  the  full  benefits 
of  this  technology  be  achieved  by  States  and  localities  nationally. 

Thank  you  very  much,  and  we  would  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Scott  Bernstein  follows:] 
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statement  of  Scott  Bernstein 

representing  the 

Surface  Transportation  Policy  Project  Steering  Committee 

Center  for  Meighborbood  Technology 

and  the 

Allliance  for  a  Sustainable  Materials  Economy 

before  the 

House  of  Representative 

Transportation  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

April  26,  1994 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name 
is  Scott  Bernstein.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Surface  Transportation 
Policy  Project  Steering  Committee,  and  I  also  represent  the  Center 
for  Neighborhood  Technology  and  the  Alliance  for  a  Sustainable 
Materials  Economy,  of  which  it  is  my  privilege  to  serve  as 
President  and  Convener,  respectively. 

I  am  here  today  to  urge  your  full  support  for  complete 
implementation  of  Section  1038  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  and  in  that  regard,  to  lift 
the  moratorium  passed  last  year  which  was  initiated  by  this 
committee  regarding  Section  1038  (d)  . 

The  case  we  wish  to  present  rests  on  three  premises: 

1.  The  sound  engineering  and  economic  investment  principles 
in  lifecycle  cost  analysis; 

2.  The  apparent  intent  of  Congress  in  supporting  such 
initiatives;  and 

3.  The  clear  benefits  to  local.  State  and  Federal  government 
and  to  the  taxpaying  public  which  derive  from  full 
implementation. 

Let  me  take  each  of  these  in  order. 


Major  Investments  Should  be  Based  on  Lifecycle  Principles 

Lifecycle  cost  analysis  is  a  discipline  which  takes  into  account  a 
number  of  factors  necessary  for  rational  investment  decisions  to 
take  place,  of  particular  relevance  when  plcuining  large  public 
works  on  a  consistent  basis. 

In  recent  years  a  number  of  special  commissions  and  studies  have 
attempted  to  come  to  grips  with  the  deteriorating  condition  of  our 
national  infrastructure,  particularly  of  our  road  system. 

These  include  without  being  limited  to  : 

1.    "Fragile  Foundations:  A  Report  on  America's  Public  Works, 
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Final  Report  to  the  President  and  Congress,"  National 
Council  on  Pioblic  Works  Improvement,  February  1988; 

2.  "New  Transportation  Concepts  for  a  New  Century;  AASHTO 
Recommendations  on  the  Direction  of  the  Future  Federal 
surface  Transportation  Program  and  for  a  National 
Transportation  Policy;"  October  1989 

3.  "Rebuilding  the  Foundations:  A  Special  Report  on  State 
and  Local  Pviblic  Works  Financing  and  Management"  Office 
of  Technology  Assessment,  March  1990; 

4.  "Moving  Ahead:  1991  Surface  Transportation  Legislation" 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  June  1991. 

Each  of  these  raise  the  flag  on  the  growing  gap  between  available 
resources  and  fiscal  capacity,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  growing 
demands  for  capital  for  repair,  replacement  and  system  expansion  on 
the  other. 

Given  the  already  poor  fiscal  health  of  most  states  and  units  of 
local  government  today,  it  is  incumbent  upon  public  officials  to 
act  judiciously  when  choosing  technologies  and  materials  for  major 
investments. 

Accordingly,  investment  choices  which  extend  the  life  of  existing 
projects,  minimize  environmental  effects,  emd  can  be  shown  to 
minimize  operating  and  maintenance  costs  while  maximizing 
performance  and  quality  should  receive  priority  consideration  over 
those  which  cannot  meet  such  screens. 

Analysis  of  the  national  income  and  expense  accounts  performed 
annually  by  the  Eno  Foundation  for  Transportation  suggests  that  in 
recent  years,  investment  in  roads  by  all  units  of  government  is  on 
the  order  of  $150  Billion  annually,  of  which  no  more  than  $25 
billion  is  represented  by  payments  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

Therefore,  only  one  dollar  out  of  every  six  invested  in  roads  by 
government  is  paid  by  the  Trust  Fund,  and  five  dollars  out  of  six 
represents  obligations  of  State  and  local  government,  and  more 
accurately,  by  their  users  and  taxpayers;  anecdotally,  it  is 
widely  believed  that  the  operations  and  maintenance  of  existing 
roads,  particularly  major  highways,  represents  the  most  significant 
portion  of  these  expenses. 

If  the  increased  use  of  a  pavement  technology  such  as  crumb  rubber 
modified  asphalt  can  reduce  the  true  costs  of  roads,  then  we  must 
afford  States  and  localities  every  opportunity  to  experience  these 
savings. 

In  a  recent  paper  by  David  Novick,  Fellow  of  the  American  Society 
of  Civil  Engineers,  makes  the  case  that  major  transportation 
systems  should  be  designed  to  last  150  years  or  longer,  during 
which  time  they  will  have  been  partially  or  completely  rebuilt  more 
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than  once,  and  states  "...a  useful  life  of  50  or  even  75  years  is 
no  longer  a  rational  basis  of  design  for. . .transportation 
systems. ..." 

I  attach  Mr.  Novick's  paper,  "Life  Cycle  Considerations  in  Urban 
Infrastructure  Engineering"  written  while  he  was  Sr.  V.P.  of 
Parsons  Brinckerhoff  Quade  &  Douglas,  Inc.,  a  respected 
transportation  engineering  organization. 

In  recent  hearing  in  front  of  the  Illinois  General  Assembly  House 
of  Representatives  Transportation  Committee,  members  voted 
overwhelmingly  for  proposed  legislation  on  alternative  paving 
materials;  one  of  the  principal  considerations  cited  was  the  need 
to  ensure  that  repaving  was  of  lasting  value. 

Again  anecdotally,  concerns  about  potholes  and  road  conditions 
reflect  a  national  consensus  for  ensuring  that  public  investment  be 
of  the  greatest  lasting  value. 

ISTEA  Generally  Calls  for  Llfecycle  Analysis 

STPP  feels  that  Section  1038  is  a  prime  example  of  what  ISTEA  is 
all  about.  We  would  like  to  call  to  your  attention  that  planning 
factor  number  12  in  ISTEA  Section  134  and  number  20  in  Section  13  5 
call  for  the  use  of  lifecycle  costs  in  the  design  and  engineering 
of  bridges,  tunnels  or  pavement. 

Sections  134  and  135  also  call  for  Transportation  Improvement 
Programs  which  are  fiscally  constrained.  The  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  interpret  the 
intent  of  Congress  here  to  include  full  consideration  of  both  first 
costs  and  of  lifecycle  costs.  In  this  regard.  Section  1038  can  be 
seen  as  a  way  of  assisting  States  in  the  quest  for  fiscal 
responsibility. 

ISTEA  creates  a  number  of  management  systems,  which  include  a 
Pavement  Management  System  (insert  regulation  reference) .  The 
rules  for  this  system  incorporate  lifecycle  cost  principles,  and 
the  system  itself  now  provides  access  to  data  to  enable  better 
long-term  cost  signals  to  be  communicated  to  decision-makers  at  all 
levels  of  government. 

It  would  not  be  surprising  to  our  organizations  if  this  data  showed 
for  major  transportation  systems  what  has  turned  out  to  be  the  case 
for  sewage  treatment  plants,  electric  power  plamts,  and  other  major 
public  utilities:  long-term  cost  considerations  dwarf  those 
associated  with  the  initial  investments. 

We  have  read  with  great  interest,  the  "Investment  Criteria"  that 
Chairman  Carr  introduced  to  this  Subcommittee  on  May  5,  1993.  We 
believe  that  these  criteria,  when  fully  considered,  in  fact  support 
the  sense  of  benefits  communicated  by  Section  1038.  Full 
implementation  of  ISTEA,  as  well  as  of  Section  1038,  requires  just 
such  investment  screens.  We  commend  the  Chairman  for  his  vision  on 
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this  matter,  and  hope  that  the  Subcommittee  sees  fit  to  clearly  and 
unambiguously  send  the  signal  of  such  intent  by  removing  the 
moratorium  enacted  last  year. 

We  also  note  that  in  1987,  Congress  authorized  and  subsequently 
appropriated  funds  for  the  Strategic  Highway  Performance  program, 
in  the  amount  of  $150  Million,  $50  Million  of  which  was  devoted  to 
demonstrating  the  benefits  of  criimb  rubber  modified  asphalt. 

These  funds  and  those  of  States  and  localities  were  used  to 
demonstrate  the  energy  efficiency  and  economic  soundness,  and  the 
roadway  performance  of  this  set  of  technologies  in  widely  varying 
climates  in  California,  Arizona,  New  Jersey  and  Florida. 

The  Benefits  of  Ending  this  Moratoriiia  are  Too  Great  to  Ignore 

The  costs  associated  with  lifting  this  moratorium,  we  believe,  are 
minor  compared  to  the  benefits,  and  we  again  urge  you  to  act 
accordingly. 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  estimates  that  250  Million 
used  tires  are  generate  each  year.  Two  to  three  billion  tires 
already  litter  the  nation,  causing  costly  social  waste  problems  for 
many  state  and  local  governments.  Scrap  tire  stockpiles  provide 
breeding  grounds  for  disease-carrying  mosquitoes  and  rodents. 
Frequent  fires  in  Scarpa  tire  piles  release  harmful  pollutants  that 
pose  threat  to  air  quality.  The  run-of  from  tire  pile  fires  can 
also  pollute  surrounding  water  sources  and  contribute  to  soil 
contamination.  Full  implementation  of  Section  1038  will  result  in 
the  high  value  recycling  of  approximately  100  mile  used  tires  each 
year. 

Not  only  will  Section  1038  help  alleviate  the  massive  used  tire 
problem,  but  it  can  significantly  improve  the  quality  and 
durability  of  the  nation's  roads,  as  noted  above.  Proper 
utilization  of  crumb  rubber  asphalt  decreases  road  maintenance  by 
increasing  resistance  to  pavement  cracking  and  stress  from  heavy 
loads. 

The  economic  development  impact  of  Section  1038  is  significant. 
Full  implementation  will  require  the  construction  of  300  new 
shredding  and  cmimbing  facilities  to  meet  the  demand  for  crumb 
rubber,  creating  3,00  to  5,000  new  jobs  in  these  operations. 
Also,  the  crumbing  facilities  alone  will  generate  an  estimated  $200 
Million  in  annual  revenue  to  add  to  local  tax  bases. 

We  believe  that  the  Subcommittee  should  take  these  benefits  into 
consideration,  many  of  which  are  explicitly  addressed  in  ISTEA. 
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The  ISTEA  Declaration  of  Policy  states :"... the  National  Intermodal 
Transportation  System  shall  include  significant  improvements  in 
public  transportation  necessary  to  achieve  national  goals  for 
improved  air  quality,  energy  conservation.  •  .social  benefits  must  be 
considered. . .must  be  operated  and  maintained  with  insistent 
attention  to  the  concepts  of  innovation,  competition,  energy 
efficiency,  productivity,  growth  and  accountability. . .practices 
that  resulted  in  the  lengthy  and  overly  costly  construction  of  the 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highway  System  must  be  confronted  and 
ceased. . . " 

On  behalf  of  the  over  two  hundred  organizational  members  of  STPP 
and  ASME,  and  the  several  million  members  of  our  respective  member 
organizations,  we  urge  that  this  Subcommittee  rescind  this 
moratorium  today,  and  enable  the  full  benefits  of  new  pavement 
technology  such  as  cmmb  rubber  modified  asphalt  to  be  experience 
by  States  and  localities  nationally. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

I  can  tell  how  intense  and  how  strongly  you  feel  about  it.  There 
are  differences,  obviously.  There  are  other  sides.  Perhaps  there 
could  be  some  sort  of  independent  authority  that  could  be — well,  I 
am  not  sure,  but  thank  you  for  taking  the  time  and  for  your 

Mr.  Baker.  We  have  been  striving  to  work  with  FHWA,  with 
AASHTO,  with  the  asphalt  industry  and,  actually,  there  is  an 
AASHTO  subcommittee  that  is  set  up  to  discuss  this  issue  and  is 
trying  to  find  some  middle  ground  that  might  be  acceptable  to  all 
sides. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  might  be  helpful.  A  lot  of  times  you  look  at  these 
things  and  people  who  have  a  vested  interest  financially,  all  of  a 
sudden,  remarkably  are  very  excited  about  it.  It  is  like  the  meth- 
anol issue.  Archer-Daniel-Midland  had  one  viewpoint;  big  dif- 
ference. 

People  from  Mr.  Durbin's  area  feel  one  way,  people  from 
another 

I  am  not  saying  one  side  is  right  or  one  side  is  wrong.  It  is  just 
you  become  a  little  suspicious  sometimes  when  somebody  who  has 
a  vested  interest  financially  gets  very,  very  excited  about  it.  That 
does  not  mean  they  are  wrong. 

Anyway,  I  just  want  to  thank  you. 

Mr.  Bernstein.  Mr.  Wolf,  the  200  members  of  STPP  and  the  ma- 
terials alliance  have  no  vested  financial  interest.  We  have  done  our 
own  evaluations,  and  I  think  if  you  look  at  bodies  like  the  Amer- 
ican society  for  testing  and  materials,  which  the  engineering  pro- 
fession depends  on,  if  we  thought  somebody  was  playing  around 
with  the  studies  or  the  numbers,  we  could  not  have  endorsed  three 
years  ago  nor  now  the  continued  use  of  this  material. 

The  fact  that  the  industry  is  improving  its  cost  effectiveness  and 
is  finally  almost  competitive  is  that  much  to  the  better.  This  is  one 
of  those  happy  circumstances  where  a  slight  modification — and  I 
think  you  stated  your  reasons  a  year  ago  in  the  moratorium  there 
needed  to  be  more  study,  there  needed  to  be  a  closer  examination, 
and  in  fact  I  think  a  lot  more  information  has  come  to  the  fore  in 
that  period  of  time. 

We  are  simply  urging  you  to  take  it  all  into  consideration  and 
take  the  opportunity  to  act  now  and  capture  the  benefits  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Howell.  If  I  may  also  be  allowed  to  address  your  statement, 
I  think  it  is  a  very  good  one,  and  that  is  why  we  ask  there  be  no 
prohibition  on  the  funds  to  implement  1038  so  that  the  Public 
Works  Committee  can  work  out — and  they  are  trying  to  be  very  in- 
clusive in  bringing  all  the  players,  vested  and  not,  and  the  coalition 
I  represent  of  120  organizations,  for  the  most  part,  are  those  that 
are  not  financially  vested  in  any  way. 

These  people  are  there  because  the  technology  works  and  is  good 
for  the  environment.  That  is  what  brought  them  to  the  table. 

The  other  thing  is  if  you  do  not  do  a  prohibition  and  you  let  the 
law  go  back  into  a  place,  that  will  give  the  Public  Works  Commit- 
tee time  to  do  it  and,  further,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  is  trying  to  do  what  you  are  talking 
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about,  and  we  believe  a  prohibition  on  funding  of  1038  would  inter- 
fere with  that  process. 

So  we  take  your  comments  with  great  regard,  because  we  believe 
that  is  in  the  process  of  happening.  If  this  committee  could  just  not 
do  the  prohibition,  then  in  fact  that  could  take  place. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Baker.  I  represent  the  other  side,  the  side  that  does  have 
vested  interest  in  this,  and  those  vested  interests  have  grown  dra- 
matically over  the  last  three  years  because  the  legislation  has  been 
passed.  It  is  not  something  you  can  wiggle  your  nose  and  be  able 
to  comply  with.  It  is  something  that  needs  investment  to  be  able 
to  comply  with.  And  it  is  viewed  as  an  opportunity  by  the  rubber 
grinding  industry  and  the  asphalt  rubber  paving  industry,  and 
there  literally  have  been  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  invested  in  this. 

In  my  testimony,  what  I  am  asking  for  is  let  us  get  away  from 
start,  stop,  start,  stop  and  let  us  develop  a  clear  policy  that  the  in- 
dustry and  the  private  sector  can  live  with,  because  all  you  are 
doing  with  what  has  happened  so  far  is  creating  havoc  with  the 
rubber  grinding  industry  and  the  asphalt  applicating  industry,  and 
there  have  been  literally  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  invested  in  this 
to  date. 

That  is  why  we  are  striving  to  work  with  the  asphalt  paving  in- 
dustry. We  have  worked  AASHTO,  with  FHWA  to  try  to  find  a 
middle  ground  that  has  consistency  as  we  move  forward. 

It  may  be  significantly  less  than  the  legislation  that  has  been  put 
forth  through  Section  1038(d),  but  we  need  consistency  and  we 
need  your  support  to  get  that  consistency. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Durbin? 

Mr.  Durbin.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  don't  know 
what  we  will  do  yet,  but  I  do  want  to  let  the  record  show  we  had 
a  hearing  last  year  on  crumb  rubber.  We  did  not  have  one  this 
year,  and  we  have  had  some  testimony  already  this  year  that  indi- 
cates that  there  is  great  support  for  continuing  the  moratorium. 

I  would  just  caution  my  native  friend  from  Michigan  that  it  is 
very  hazardous  to  throw  around  what  Congress  intends  in  front  of 
a  congressional  panel.  The  section  got  into  the  law  as  part  of  a  con- 
ference agreement  that  was  designed  to  get  the  necessary  votes  to 
get  a  conference  agreement. 

The  provision  did  not  get  into  the  law  because  it  had  extensive 
hearings  and  study  and  there  was  an  overwhelming  consensus  at 
the  outset.  There  were  folks  in  the  paving  construction  industry 
who  had  made  certain  investments  on  certain  assumptions,  and 
suddenly  overnight  they  had  a  new  wrinkle  that  they  had  to  deal 
with. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  policy  does  not  have  a  straight  path;  that 
it  careens  from  side  to  side  frequently  as  people  search  for  common 
ground. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  Committee  encourages  and  would 
like  to  see  the  use  of  all  manner  of  recycled  materials,  not  just 
crumb  rubber,  and  I  do  not  know  that  you  have  really  examined 
all  of  that.  We  are  told — we  are  not  the  experts  and  the  scientists — 
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we  are  told  that  crumb  rubber  modifiers  have  great  applicability 
and  great  fi*iendliness  to  certain  road  applications. 

Mr,  Baker.  With  some  30  years  of  experience. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  certain  geographic  situations,  and  they  perform  bet- 
ter than  others  in  some  environmental  circumstances  and  climates. 
However,  there  are  other  climates  where  there  are  other  recyclable 
materials  which  in  fact  do  better  than  crumb  rubber.  Those  mate- 
rials are  not  mentioned  in  the  law. 

There  is  no  mandate  for  them  to  have  a  market  in  States  where 
they  may  have  a  higher  and  better  use. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  whole  matter,  as  you  point  out,  the  whole 
legal  framework  of  the  consideration  of  recyclable  materials  in  pav- 
ing— and  I  want  to  extend  that  to  concrete  as  well;  we  are  not  just 
talking  about  asphalt  here  but  in  all  pavement  technologies — needs 
a  real  thorough  examination,  and  that  the  one  rifle  shot  for  one 
material  to  be  recycled  was  not  in  fact  a  wise  policy. 

But  I  do  want  to  underscore  to  you  that  we  believe  in  recycling 
and  we  believe  in  recycling  this  material  and  other  materials  in 
pavement,  and  we  have  funded  research  to  do  that  and  we  will 
work  with  the  authorizing  committee  to  further  that  as  a  goal.  How 
that  is  managed  is  what  we  are  talking  about  today;  should  there 
be  a  mandate  for  one  material  to  the  exclusion  of  other  materials 
and  should  that  mandate  be  for  all  States  or  just  those  States 
where  it  is  the  most  efficacious. 

There  are  a  lot  of  questions  that  just  did  not  get  answered  in  the 
simplistic  mandate  and  that  is  why  I  think  it  fell  into  some  con- 
troversy. 

But  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  appreciate  the  growing 
file  of  information  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the 
future  on  this. 

Mr.  Bernstein.  We  would  like  to  thank  you,  too,  and  we  apolo- 
gize if  we  were  trying  to  misinterpret  things  that  might  have  gone 
on  in  a  room  that  we  clearly  we  were  not  in  at  the  time.  We  simply 
felt  since  it  is  the  case  we  too  support  recycling,  there  was  a  ready- 
to-go  market  for  this  material  and  things  which  were  clearly  unam- 
biguously stated  as  the  intent  of  Congress  around  life  cycle  costing 
in  general 

Mr.  Carr.  Congressional  intent  is  hazardous  even  when  you  are 
arguing  a  case  before  a  court.  It  is  more  difficult  when  you  are  ar- 
guing a  case  before  the  Congress  because,  frankly,  the  last  congres- 
sional intent  is,  if  you  want  to  use  that  word,  the  last  congressional 
intent  is  that  the  moratorium,  that  the  mandate,  be  removed.  And  j 
so  we  get  into  conflicting  intents  in  this  place.  It  frequently  hap- 
pens. 

Mr.  Howell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you  want  to  move  on  and 
I  would  be  glad  to  do  that,  but  I  would  also  like  to  know  if  I  may 
respond  to  some  of  your  statements  you  made  in  reference  to  this? 
Do  I  have  the  time  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  would  love  to,  but  we  really  have  a  very  ambi- 
tious schedule. 

Mr.  Howell.  I  will  submit  them  for  the  record,  if  that  is  all 
right. 


Mr.  Carr.  That  is  fine.  My  comments  were  not  meant  to  start 
a  larger  debate  that  would  go  on  for  all  day,  but  we  appreciate  your 
being  here. 

Mr.  Howell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[Clerk's  note — ^Additional  materials  retained  in  the  Subcommit- 
tee's files.] 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
CfflCAGO  CENTRAL  AREA  CIRCULATOR 

WITNESSES 

HOWARD  GREENWICH,  NEIGHBORHOOD  CAPITAL  BUDGET  GROUP 

ADDIE  D.  WATTS,  CHAIRPERSON,  TRANSPORTATION  COMMITTEE, 
SENIORS  IN  ACTION 

ADAM  HERMAN,  TRANSIT  RIDERS  AUTHORITY 

BETTY  EATON,  PRESIDENT,  STREETERVILLE  ORGANIZATION  OF  AC- 
TIVE RESIDENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  ask  my  good  fi-iend  and  colleague  fi-om 
Illinois,  the  Chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee, to  chair  the  hearing. 

Mr.  DURBIN  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  invite  the  Streeterville  organization 
of  Active  Residents,  Betty  Eaton,  President,  and  others,  to  please 
take  the  table. 

Thank  you  for  joining  us  today.  We  appreciate  it  and  we  have 
your  statements.  If  you  would  be  kind  enough  to  identify  yourself 
first  for  the  record  and  then  we  will  proceed. 

Mr.  Greenwich.  Honorable  Chairman  and  representatives  of  the 
Transportation  Committee,  I  will  introduce  everybody.  I  would  like 
to  thank  you  for  giving  us  this  opportunity  to  speak  and  testify  to 
your  committee.  We  represent  a  delegation  from  Chicago.  We  rep- 
resent thousands  of  citizens,  residents,  transit  riders  and  seniors 
who  are  gravely  concerned  with  the  impact  of  the  CentrgJ  Area 
Circulator  project  in  downtown  and  we  hope  that  we  can  impart 
today  that  this  project  does  not  have  a  broad  base  of  citizen  sup- 
port in  Chicago. 

Speaking  today  is  Betty  Eatori  from  the  Streeterville  Organiza- 
tion Active  Residents;  Addie  Watts,  from  the  Metro  Seniors  in  Ac- 
tion, an  active  senior  advocacy  organization  in  Chicago;  Adam 
Kerman,  from  the  Transit  Riders'  Authority,  a  consumer  group  of 
mass  transit  riders;  and  myself,  Howard  Greenwich,  from  the 
Neighborhood  Capital  Budget  Group. 

First  speaking  will  be  Addie. 

Ms.  Watts.  Honorable  chairman  and  members  of  the  House 
Transportation  Committee,  I  am  very  happy  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity today  to  testify  before  you. 

My  name  is  Addie  D.  Watts,  and  I  am  a  Chairperson  for  the 
Transportation  Committee  for  the  senior  citizens  rights  group, 
Metro  Seniors  in  Action. 

Metro  Seniors  is  a  city-wide  federation  of  senior  citizens  rep- 
resenting over  6,000   seniors   in  Chicago.   In   the  past,  we  have 
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worked  to  make  Chicago's  transit  authority  safe,  accessible  and  af- 
fordable for  seniors. 

We  have  come  here  today  to  make  you  aware  of  the  many  con- 
cerns we  have  of  the  Central  Area  Circulator  project  that  is  being 
planned  for  the  downtown  loop  of  Chicago. 

In  Chicago,  public  transportation  is  vital  for  senior  citizens.  We 
depend  on  it  to  go  to  the  store,  the  doctor,  to  visit  family  members, 
local  senior  centers,  et  cetera. 

We  believe  that  the  Central  Area  Circulator  will  inhibit  the  mo- 
bility of  seniors  in  the  downtown  area.  Seniors  primarily  use  buses 
in  Chicago  and  the  circulator  project  plans  to  eliminate  the  lines 
that  come  from  the  neighborhoods  in  the  loop. 

Some  seniors,  as  well  as  other  riders,  will  be  forced  to  transfer 
to  the  circulator  to  get  to  downtown  locations  where  buses  now 
take  them  directly.  We  fear,  clearly,  that  the  circulator  was  not 
planned  with  the  interest  of  Chicago  senior  residents  in  mind,  but 
is  being  built  for  tourists  and  conventioneers. 

Along  with  the  inconvenience  of  being  forced  to  make  a  transfer, 
the  circulator  would  impose  an  additional  charge  of  30  cents  for 
each  transfer.  Instead  of  pa5ring  75  cents  a  ride,  we  will  be  paying 
105  cents  to  get  to  the  same  destination. 

For  those  of  us  on  fixed  income,  this  additional  fare  will  be  quite 
a  hardship. 

We  have  also  come  to  make  you  aware  of  the  lack  of  community 
input  in  planning  the  circulator.  Those  who  worked  with  the 
circulator  claim  that  citizens  of  Chicago  have  been  involved  in  the 
planning  process  from  the  beginning  and  that  Chicagoans  are  ex- 
cited and  supportive  of  the  project.  All  of  us  here  today  are  proof 
that  there  are  many  people  in  Chicago  who  are  opposed  to  the 
project,  but  we  have  to  fight  to  be  heard  by  the  planners  of  this 
project.  Even  if  we  do  get  a  chance  to  speak,  we  have  no  power  to 
affect  the  decisions  that  are  made. 

We  think  community  input  should  be  more  than  just  an  oppor- 
tunity to  complain.  We  have  personally  delivered  over  3,000  cards 
to  the  mayor's  office,  like  this. 

We  support  improving  downtown  circulation,  but  we  feel  that  the 
circulator  is  not  the  best  answer  for  Chicago.  We  would  like  you 
to  halt  full  funding  for  this  project  and  allow  for  a  process  which 
enlists  the  input,  a  broad-based  community  input,  to  come  up  with 
an  alternative  that  is  a  cheaper  more  efficient  alternative. 

I  would  like  to  state  that  I  am  involved  with  several  organiza- 
tions and  I  come  in  contact  with  a  lot  of  people  and  very  few  people 
even  know  about  the  circulator. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Addie  Watts  follows:] 
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Final  draft  of  testimony  to  be  presented  before  the  House 
Transportation  Committee  on  April  26th  1:00pm. 

Chairman:  Congressman  Bob  Carr  (D)  Michigan 

Honorable  Chairman  and  members  of  the  House  Transportation 
Committee,  I  am  very  happy  to  have  the  opportunity  today  to  testify 
before  you.  My  name  is  Addie  D.  Watts  and  I  am  the  chairperson  of 
the  Transportation  Committee  for  the  senior  citizens  rights  group, 
Metro  Seniors  in  Action.  Metro  Seniors  is  a  citywide  federation 
of  senior  citizen  organizations  representing  over  6000  seniors  in 
Chicago.  In  the  past  we  have  worked  to  make  the  Chicago  Transit 
Authority  safe,  accessible  and  affordable  for  seniors. 

We  have  come  here  today  to  make  you  aware  of  the  many 
concerns  we  have  with  the  Central  Area  Circulator  project  that  is 
being  planned  for  the  downtown  loop  of  Chicago. 

In  Chicago,  public  transportation  is  vital  for  senior 
citizens.  We  depend  on  it  to  go  to  the  store,  the  doctor,  to  visit 
family  members,  local  senior  centers,  etc. 

We  believe  that  the  Central  Area  Circulator  will  inhibit  the 
mobility  of  seniors  in  the  downtown  area.  Seniors  primarily  use 
buses  in  Chicago  and  the  Circulator  project  plans  to  eliminate 
bus  lines  that  come  from  the  neighborhoods  into  the  loop.  Seniors, 
as  well  as  other  riders,  will  be  forced  to  transfer  to  the 
Circulator  to  get  to  downtown  locations  where  buses  now  take  them 
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directly. 

Along  with  the  inconvenience  of  transferring,  the  Circulator 
will  impose  an  additional  charge  of  30  cents  for  each  transfer. 
For  those  of  us  on  a  fixed  income,  this  additional  fare  will  be 
quite  a  hardship.  We  feel  this  clearly  demonstrates  that  the 
Circulator  was  not  planned  with  the  interests  of  Chicago  residents 
in  mind,  but  is  being  built  for  tourists  and  conventioneers. 

We  also  have  come  to  make  you  aware  of  the  lack  of  community 
input  in  planning  the  Circulator.  Those  who  work  for  the 
Circulator  claim  that  citizens  of  Chicago  have  been  involved  in  the 
planning  process  from  the  beginning  and  that  Chicagoans  are  very 
excited  and  supportive  of  the  project.  All  of  us  here  today  are 
proof  that  there  are  many  people  in  Chicago  who  are  opposed  to  the 
project.  We  have  personally  delivered  over  3,000  postcards  from 
Chicagoans  opposed  to  the  Circulator  to  Mayor  Daley. 

We  are  not  opposed  to  improving  downtown  circulation,  but  we 
feel  that  the  Circulator  is  not  the  best  answer  for  Chicago.  We 
would  like  you  to  halt  full  funding  for  this  project  and  allow  for 
a  process  which  inlists  the  input  of  broad  based  community  groups 
to  come  up  with  a  cheaper  and  more  efficient  alternative. 
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Mr.  DURBIN.  Ms.  Eaton. 

Ms.  Eaton.  I  am  Betty  Eaton,  President  of  the  Streeterville  Or- 
ganization of  Active  Residents,  whose  acronym  is  SOAR. 

I  wish  to  thank  Congressman  Carr — well,  he  is  not  here — our 
new  Congressman  Durbin  and  the  members  of  the  House  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  on  Transportation  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify  about  the  Chicago  Central  Area  Circulator. 

I  am  here  to  tell  you  why  the  majority  of  the  residents  in  the 
area  to  be  served  by  this  proposed  streetcar  are  opposed  to  it. 
SOAR  serves  as  a  community  watchdog  organization  for  the  15,000 
residents  in  the  Streeterville  neighborhood  of  Chicago.  Our  mission 
is  to  maintain  and  to  enhance  the  quality  of  life  for  residents  in 
the  Streeterville  area,  which  is  one  of  the  oldest  and  most  vibrant 
neighborhoods  of  our  great  city. 

We  are  a  grass-roots  volunteer  organization  whose  stsiff  consists 
of  one  half-time  secretary.  Streeterville  is  home  to  residents  who 
live  in  such  architecturally  significant  buildings  as  the  John  Han- 
cock Center,  Water  Tower  Condominiums,  Mies  Van  der  Rohe  co- 
operatives, the  East  Lake  Shore  Drive  historical  district  and  Lake 
Point  Towers. 

SOAR  has  been  involved  in  the  Central  Area  Circulator  project 
since  it  was  originally  proposed  in  1989.  The  original  stated  goals 
of  this  project  were  to  provide  a  fast,  efficient  way  to  move  people 
around  the  central  area  of  Chicago.  Those  goals  were  laudable; 
however,  the  planners  of  the  proposed  streetcar  have  now  admitted 
it  will  be  neither  fast  nor  efficient. 

Further,  any  environmental  benefits  will  be  few;  there  will  be  se- 
rious safety  considerations;  and  overhead  and  operating  expenses 
will  far  exceed  anticipated  revenue. 

The  Federal  Transit  Administration's  report  on  funding  levels 
and  allocations  of  funds  dated  May  1993,  states,  and  I  quote,  "The 
project  would  have  little  overall  impact  on  transit  travel  times." 
That  is  on  page  B-59. 

"Secondly,  the  potential  for  traffic  and  pedestrians  conflicts  with 
this  type  of  system,  particularly  at  intersections,  presents  operat- 
ing difficulties  that  could  compromise  its  safety,  speed,  reliability 
and  cost-effectiveness."  That  is  on  page  22. 

"The  majority  of  riders  either  be  existing  transit  users  or  people 
who  formerly  walked,  although  some  would  be  former  auto  and  taxi 
users."  That  is  on  page  B-59. 

"Because  few  of  the  new  riders  attracted  to  the  rail  project  are 
from  automobiles,  there  will  be  negligible  improvements  in  regional 
air  quality  resulting  from  the  project."  That  is  on  page  B-60. 

Additionally,  the  following  points  emphasize  the  fiscal  instability 
of  the  proposed  project:  One,  the  proposed  streetcar  is  expected  to 
take  ridership  from  Chicago's  current  debt-ridden  system;  and,  two, 
the  State  of  Illinois  has  not  approved  its  one-third  share  of  the  cap- 
ital costs  of  this  project. 

SOAR  is  committed  to  the  economic  and  cultural  well-being  of 
Chicago;  however,  the  planners'  promotional  pictures  of  sparkling 
streetcars  on  nearly  deserted  streets  do  not  represent  the  realities 
of  Chicago's  downtown  traffic.  Portland  and  San  Diego,  cited  by  the 
planners,  are  not  comparable  to  Chicago  and  do  not  offer  an  appro- 
priate justification  for  this  project.  Similar  cities  like  San  Fran- 
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Cisco,  St.  Louis,  Pittsburgh  and  Philadelphia  have  not  been  identi- 
fied because  their  light  rail  systems  are  on  dedicated  rights-of-way 
and  are  underground  downtown. 

SOAR  is  asking  that  further  funding  for  the  circulator  project  be 
withheld.  This  project  does  not  enjoy  the  support  of  informed  citi- 
zens who  object  strongly  to  an  unnecessary  expenditure  of  public 
funds.  After  several  years  of  discussion  with  city  planners,  we  re- 
main certain  that  this  fixed  system  will  impede  traffic,  will  accu- 
mulate debt  and  draw  attention  and  funds  from  our  public  system, 
the  CTA. 

The  circulator  is  a  streetcar.  Chicago  abandoned  streetcars  many 
years  ago.  While  we  commend  our  city  for  its  efforts  to  improve 
transportation,  we  regret  this  inflexible  system  mounted  on  con- 
gested streets  is  not  the  answer. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Betty  Eaton  follows:] 
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I  am  Betty  Eaton,  President  of  the  Street  erville  Organization  of  Active  Residents  (SOAR) 
SOAR  serves  as  a  community  watch-dog  organization  for  the  15,000  residents  in  the 
Streeterville  neighborhood  of  Chicago     Our  mission  is  to  maintain  and  to  enhance  the 
quahty  of  life  for  residents  in  the  Streeterville  area,  which  is  one  of  the  oldest  and  most 
vibrant  neighborhoods  in  our  great  city 

Streeterville  is  home  to  residents  who  live  in  the  John  Hancock  Building,  Water  Tower 
Condominiums,  Mies  Van  der  Rohe  cooperatives,  the  East  Lake  Shore  Drive  Historical 
District,  and  the  architecturally  significant  Lake  Point  Towers 

We  wish  to  thank  Congressman  Bob  Carr  and  the  members  of  his  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  about  the  proposed 
Chicago  Central  Area  Circulator.  I  am  here  to  tell  you  why  the  majority  of  the 
residents  of  the  area  to  be  served  by  this  proposed  streetcar  are  opposed  to  it 
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SOAR  has  been  involved  with  the  Central  Area  Circulator  project  since  it  was  originally 
proposed  in  1989    The  original  stated  goals  of  this  project  were  to  provide  a  fast,  efficient 
way  to  move  people  around  the  central  area    Those  goals  were  laudable,  however,  the 
planners  of  the  proposed  streetcar  have  now  admitted  that  it  will  be  neither  fast  nor 
efllcient.  Funher,  any  environmental  beneflts  will  be  few,  there  will  be  serious  safety 
considerations,  and  overhead  and  operating  expenses  far  exceed  anticipated 


The  Federal  Transit  Administration's  Report  on  Funding  Levels  and  Allocaliom  of  Funds, 
dated  May,  1993  states: 

-The  project  would  have  little  overall  impact  on  transit  travel 

times  .      p.  B-59. 
-The  potential  for  traffic  and  pedestrian  conflicts  with  this  type 

of  system,  particulariy  at  intersections,  presents  operating 

difficulties  that  could  compromise  its  safety,  speed,  reliability 

and  cost-eftectiveness  p  22 
-The  majority  of  riders  would  either  be  existing  transit  users  or 

people  who  formerly  walked,  although  some  would  be  former 

auto  and  taxi  users    p  B-59 
-Because  few  of  the  new  riders  attracted  to  the  rail  project  are 

from  automobiles,  there  will  be  negligible  improvements  in 

regional  air  quality  resulting  from  th?  project   p.  B-60. 
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Furthermore,  the  following  points  emphasize  the  fiscal  instability  of  the  proposed 
project: 

(1)  The  proposed  streetcar  is  expected  to  take  ridership  from  Chicago's  current 
debt-ridden  bus  system,  and 

(2)  The  State  of  Illinois  has  not  approved  its  one-third  share  of  the  capital  costs  of 
this  project. 

SOAR  is  committed  to  the  economic  and  cultural  well-being  of  our  city.     However,  the 
planners'  promotional  pictures  of  sparkling  streetcars  on  nearly  deserted  streets  do  not 
represent  the  reality  of  Chicago's  downtown  traffic     Portland  and  San  Diego,  cited  by  the 
planners,  are  not  comparable  to  Chicago  and  do  not  offer  appropriate  justification  for  the 
project     Similar  cities  like  San  Francisco,  St  Louis,  Pittsburgh,  and  Philadelphia  have  not 
been  identified  because  their  light-rail  systems  are  on  dedicated  rights-of  way  and 
underground  downtown. 

SOAR  is  asking  that  further  funding  for  the  circulator  project  be  withheld.  This 
project  does  not  enjoy  the  support  of  informed  citizens    We  object  strongly  to  an 
unnecessary  expenditure  of  public  fijnds    After  several  years  of  discussion  with  city 
planners,  we  remain  certain  that  this  fixed  system  will  impede  traffic,  accumulate  debt, 
and  draw  attention  and  funds  from  our  public  system,  the  CTA    The  circulator  is  a 
streetcar,  Chicago  abandoned  streetcars  many  years  ago    We  commend  our  city  for  its 
efforts  to  improve  transportation    We  regret  that  this  inflexible  system,  mounted  on 
congested  streets,  is  not  the  answer 

Thank  you  once  again  for  the  opportunity  to  identify  to  this  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  our  Streeterville  residents'  concerns  regarding  the 
proposed  streetcar  project.. 
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Mr.  Greenwich.  Honorable  Chairman,  my  name  is  Howard 
Greenwich,  with  the  Neighborhood  Capital  Budget  Group.  We  are 
a  city-wide  coalition  of  community-based  organizations  concerned 
with  the  wise  use  of  capital  for  public  investment. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  construction  of  Chicago's  proposed  down- 
town trolley,  the  Central  Area  Circulator. 

In  this  day  and  age  of  tight  State,  Federal  and  local  budgets,  we 
must  strategically  utilize  scarce  transportation  funds  to  gain  the 
maximum  social  and  economic  impact  for  our  public  investment. 

The  Central  Area  Circulator  project  is  intended  to  meet  future 
mobility  needs  in  the  central  business  district  of  Chicago,  but  risks 
nearly  $1  billion  in  capital  on  unproven  premises  and  overly  opti- 
mistic economic  benefits. 

We  urge  Congress  to  reevaluate  the  cost  effective  value  of  the 
circulator  and  ask  for  more  extensive  studies  of  less  expensive  al- 
ternatives to  meet  downtown  circulation  needs. 

The  City  of  Chicago  bases  the  circulator  on  the  premise  that  by 
the  year  2010  the  downtown  area  will  grow  in  employment  by  22 
percent;  that  office  space  demand  will  grow  with  employment;  and 
that  the  expanding  size  of  downtown  will  require  transit  links  with 
the  fringe  loop  areas. 

The  estimated  2010  ridership  figures  of  121,000  boardings  per 
day  is  dependent  on  these  job  growth  forecasts.  Less  job  growth 
would  undermine  many  of  the  predicted  benefits  of  the  circulator. 

Many  community  and  civic  organizations  in  Chicago  remain  un- 
convinced the  central  business  district  will  experience  such  tremen- 
dous job  growth  in  the  next  15  years.  The  evidence  over  the  last 
decade  indicates  faster  growth  in  the  suburbs,  while  the  central 
business  district  experienced  a  4.5  percent  decline  in  jobs  from 
1991  to  1993. 

We  are  unconvinced  that  new  growth  in  the  fringe  areas  of  the 
central  business  district  will  not  dump  even  more  office  space  on 
the  market,  which  currently  has  over  a  20  percent  vacancy  rate 
that  has  resulted  from  over  building  in  the  1980s, 

Just  as  an  added  note,  the  Sears  Tower  is  40  percent  vacant 
right  now. 

The  question  is  one  of  risk:  Do  we  risk  this  magnitude  of  money 
on  predictions  which  are  belied  by  current  facts?  There  are  less 
costly  and  less  risky  alternatives  for  circulation  in  downtown  Chi- 
cago. We  are  unconvinced  the  circulator  will  achieve  an  amazing 
ridership  of  121,000  boardings  per  day. 

The  premise  for  the  new  ridership  figures  are  based  on  more 
commuters  traveling  the  loop,  which  is  based  again  on  employment 
growth.  But  the  data  the  city  has  produced  on  the  circulator's  abil- 
ity to  attract  new  riders  from  the  downtown  work  force  is  inconclu- 
sive. The  city  has  not  fully  disclosed  how  it  arrived  at  its  ridership 
figures  to  support  the  optimistic  boardings. 

With  annual  threats  to  cut  CTA  services  and  new  population 
service  centers  growing  away  from  existing  commuter  rail  services 
in  the  suburbs,  perhaps  a  growth  in  downtown  transit  use  should 
be  first  premised  on  new  investment  in  the  commuter  rail  and 
CTA,  the  city  transit  system,  the  kind  of  maintenance  of  existing 
infrastructure  called  for  by  ISTEA. 
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We  need  cross-town  transit  or  reverse  commuter  links  to  provide 
Chicago  residents  access  to  jobs  which  we  know  have  developed  in 
the  suburbs  over  the  last  decade.  However,  no  non-central  business 
district  alternative  was  studied  to  compare  the  costs  and  benefits 
of  other  transit  needs  in  the  City  of  Chicago. 

As  far  as  the  economic  benefits,  we  have  extensively  analyzed  the 
city's  cost  benefit  analysis  for  the  circulator  and  most  of  the  bene- 
fits claimed  by  the  circulator  will  actually  arise  from  the  premise 
of  the  22  percent  job  growth. 

Many  of  the  mobility  benefits  could  be  achieved  with  a  less  costly 
alternative.  Many  of  the  economic  benefits  are  simply  a  redistribu- 
tion of  the  money  within  the  region. 

There  is  no  empirical  evidence  the  circulator  will  attract  more 
tourists  over  convention-goers.  Overall,  there  is  no  compelling  rea- 
son to  choose  the  light  rail  alternative  to  gain  economic  or  mobility 
benefits  for  the  region. 

In  sum,  NCBG  supports  enhanced  transit  throughout  the  Chi- 
cago region  as  a  tool  for  economic  development,  as  a  tool  for  revital- 
izing neighborhoods  in  the  downtown  area,  and  as  a  means  to 
achieve  clean  air  goals. 

We  support  enhanced  circulation  in  the  central  business  district, 
but  our  neighborhood  organizations  and  a  growing  number  of  busi- 
ness and  civic  groups  are  gravely  concerned  about  the  enormous 
amount  of  public  capital  that  is  at  stake. 

We  believe  the  Federal  Grovemment  can  help  us  be  wiser  stew- 
ards of  our  resources  by  demanding  more  evidence  be  given  before 
investing  in  a  project  of  this  magnitude. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Yes,  sir. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Howard  Greenwich  follows:] 
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Testimony  to  the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Public  Witness  Period,  April  26th,  1994 
Submitted  by  the  Neighborhood  Capital  Budget  Group 

Honorable  Chairperson  and  Representatives  of  the  Transportation  Committee, 

We  have,  in  Chicago,  a  crisis  of  public  confidence.  The  City  of  Chicago  has  proposed  spending 
nearly  $1  Billion  vital  transit  dollars  on  a  costly,  unproven  Light  Rail  Transit  system  to  meet 
future  circulation  needs  in  downtown  Chicago.  The  City  of  Chicago  has  its  own  crisis  -  a  crisis  of 
optimism  that  the  Central  Area  Circulator  will  somehow  help  rescue  downtown  from  the  fate  of 
many  other  inner  urban  areas  throughout  the  country  as  jobs  and  population  continue  to  migrate 
out  to  the  suburbs.  We  are  unconvinced  that  spending  nearly  a  Billion  dollars  on  the  Central  Area 
Circulator  will  be  a  cost-efTective  solution  which  will  benefit  the  entire  region. 

The  Neighborhood  Capital  Budget  Group  (NCBG)  is  a  six  year  old  coalition  of  community  based 
development  organizations  throughout  the  city  of  Chicago.  We  advocate  for  strategic  and 
equitable  capital  investment  by  the  City  of  Chicago  on  behalf  of  the  taxpayers  and  our 
neighborhoods.  We  are  concerned  with  the  wise  stewardship  of  our  public  resources  and  the 
health  of  our  local  economies,  as  well  as  the  regional  economy.  As  champions  of  wise 
government  spending,  we  strongly  oppose  the  currently  proposed  Central  Area  Circulator. 

THE  PREMISE 

The  City  of  Chicago  bases  the  Circulator  on  the  premises  that,  by  the  year  2010,  the  downtown 
area  will  grow  in  employment  by  22%,  that  office  space  demand  will  grow  with  employment,  and 
that  the  expanding  size  of  downtown  will  require  transit  links  with  the  near  West,  North  and 
South  loops.  When  the  project  was  first  conceived  in  the  1980s,  downtown  was  booming  and  job 
growth  was  promising. 

Many  community  and  civic  organizations  in  Chicago  remain  unconvinced  that  the  Central 
Business  District  (CBD)  will  experience  such  a  tremendous  job  growih  in  the  next  1 5  years   The 
evidence  of  the  last  decade  indicates  faster  growth  in  the  suburbs  while  the  central  business 
district  experienced  a  4.5%  decline  in  jobs  from  1991  to  1993  (1).  We  are  unconvinced  that  new 
development  in  the  fringe  areas  of  the  Central  Business  District  will  not  dump  even  more  office 
space  on  the  market,  which  currently  has  over  a  20%  vacancy  rate  that  resulted  from  over- 
building in  the  1980s   We  remain  unconvinced  that  circulating  workers,  tourists  and  shoppers  in 
the  downtown  area  requires  a  Billion  dollar  investment  in  a  fixed  guideway  system,  which  cannot 
be  adjusted  to  shifting  growth  patterns   The  question  is  one  of  risk  -  do  we  risk  this  magnitude  of 
money  on  predictions  which  are  belied  by  current  fiicts?  There  are  less  costly  and  less  risky 
alternatives  for  circulation  in  downtown  Chicago. 

1 
Helplns  RtbuUd  Chicago  . 
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FUNDING 


As  the  current  federal  funding  situation  relies  more  on  state  and  local  government  for  support  of 
their  local  infrastructure,  we  are  experiencing  an  added  strain  to  our  budgets.  The  State  and  the 
Chicago  region  have  many  critical  transit  needs  to  balance,  including  maintaining  the  aging 
Chicago  Transit  Authority  (CTA)  and  expanding  to  new  "edge  city"  markets  in  the  suburbs.  To 
fund  the  Circulator,  the  City  of  Chicago  must  ask  for  a  heavy  commitment  from  the  State  during 
this  critical  funding  period.  This  will  tie  up  critical  resources  for  future  support  of  the  rest  of 
City's  transit  system.  Furthermore,  there  is  uncertainty  that  the  State  will  commit  the  needed 
l/3rd  share  of  the  Circulator.  The  State  faces  a  growing  need  for  transit  in  downstate  Illinois  and 
in  the  Northeastern  Illinois  region  as  it  struggles  to  attain  clean  air  goals.  It  would  be  unfortunate 
for  the  federal  government  and  the  City  to  commit  us  when  the  State  commitment  is  uncertain. 

We  are  unconvinced  that  construction  of  the  Circulator  will  come  in  under  budget  and  that 
operation  will  be  adequately  covered  by  farebox  recovery  and  parking  taxes.  Experience  from 
other  cities'  light  rail  projects  almost  guarantees  us  a  higher  price  tag  and  dangerous  operating 
deficits.  The  City  of  Chicago  has  pledged  that  construction  and  operation  of  the  Circulator  will 
not  aflfect  the  CTA,  but  if  we  must  request  more  support  from  the  State  or  local  sources,  we 
could  face  a  real  crisis  in  public  transit  spending.  In  a  statement  issued  in  January,  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  and  the  Chicago  Development  Council  asserted  that  if  any 
cost  overruns  or  operating  deficits  required  additional  Special  Service  Area  taxes  (a  tax  on 
commercial  space  for  the  local  l/3rd  share)  it  would  jeopardize  their  support. 

RIDERSHIP 

We  are  unconvinced  that  the  Circulator  will  achieve  an  amazing  ridership  of  121,000  boardings 
per  day.    The  premise  for  the  new  ridership  figures  is  based  on  more  commuters  traveling  to  the 
loop,  which  is  based,  in  turn,  on  employment  growth.    The  data  the  city  has  produced  on  the 
circulator's  ability  to  attract  new  riders  from  the  downtown  workforce,  however,  is  inconclusive. 
The  City  has  not  fully  disclosed  how  it  arrived  at  its  ridership  figures  to  support  the  optimistic 
figures. 

With  annual  threats  to  cut  CTA  services  and  new  population  centers  growing  away  from  existing 
commuter  rail  services,  perhaps  a  growth  in  downtown  transit  use  should  be  first  premised  on 
new  investment  in  the  METRA  and  CTA  systems.  What  the  city  of  Chicago  may  need  is  a  cross 
town  transit  or  reverse  commute  link  to  provide  Chicago  residents  access  to  jobs  which  we  know 
have  developed  in  the  suburbs  over  the  last  decade.  No  non-CBD  alternative  was  studied  to 
compare  the  costs  and  benefits  of  other  transit  needs  in  the  city  of  Chicago. 

COSTS  &  BENEFITS 

We  are  unconvinced  that  the  Circulator  will  provide  the  most  strategic  use  of  public  dollars  for 
the  neighborhoods  of  Chicago  or  for  the  region.  There  is  no  empirical  evidence  that  more 
convention  goers  or  tourists  will  be  attracted  to  Chicago  because  of  the  Circulator.  The  evidence 
for  an  annual  increase  in  CBD  retail  sales  of  S64  Million  is  based  on  a  questionable  survey  of 


907 

downtown  office  workers  who  said  that  they  would  shop  more  in  downtown  if  the  circulator  were 
built.  Although  significant  direct  and  indirect  economic  benefits  are  predicted  fi-om  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  circulator,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  same  benefits  could  not 
be  achieved  through  similar  scale  of  investment  in  other  vital  transit  needs. 

Many  of  the  economic  benefits  quantified  in  the  City  of  Chicago's  "Chicago  Central  Area 
Circulator  Cost/Benefit  Analysis"  are  not  new  benefits,  but  simply  a  redistribution  of  money 
within  the  regional  economy.  Suburban  workers  shopping  in  the  CBD  are  not  spending  more,  but 
simply  spending  in  downtown  Chicago  instead  of  their  home  communities.  Also,  business  for  taxi 
drivers  and  the  downtown  parking  industry  will  be  lost  to  the  circulator. 

CONCLUSION 

NCBG  supports  enhanced  transit  throughout  the  Chicago  region  as  a  tool  for  economic 
development,  as  a  tool  for  revitalizing  inner-city  neighborhoods  and  a  means  to  achieve  clean  air 
goals.  We  also  support  enhanced  circulation  in  the  CBD.    We  are  not  calling  for  total 
abandonment  of  this  project,  although  the  jury  is  still  out.  Our  neighborhood  organizations  and  a 
growing  number  of  business  and  civic  groups  are  gravely  concerned  that  an  enormous  amount  of 
public  capital  is  at  stake.  We  believe  the  federal  government  can  help  us  be  wiser  stewards  of  our 
resources  by  demanding  that  more  evidence  is  given  before  investing  in  a  project  of  this 
magnitude. 
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Mr.  Herman.  Grood  afternoon,  my  name  is  Adam  Kerman  from 
Transit  Riders'  Authority.  We  are  a  Chicago  group  of  mass  transit 
users. 

Our  members  feel  that  unless  the  transit  project  meets  riders 
need  and  such  a  project  is  the  most  cost  effective  alternative,  the 
project  should  not  be  funded. 

The  Transit  Riders'  Authority  opposes  the  circulator  because  the 
project  fails  to  meet  riders'  needs  for  improved  distribution  within 
the  downtown  area.  Furthermore,  with  capital  costs  at  close  to  a 
billion  dollars,  the  project  is  simply  not  cost  effective. 

If  the  circulator  were  built,  ridership  on  existing  neighborhood- 
to-downtown  bus  routes  would  be  harmed,  as  these  routes  would 
encounter  even  more  congestion. 

The  intention  of  the  circulator  is  to  bump  these  routes  over  to 
more  congested  parallel  streets.  When  the  circulator  studies  com- 
pared using  buses  to  improve  downtown  circulation  and  compared 
that  to  the  rail,  the  circulator  itself  provided  no  time  savings  over 
the  buses. 

In  fact,  certain  circulator  routes  actually  were  slower  than  the 
bus  alternative. 

Transit  riders  prefer  being  within  walking  distance  of  their  of- 
fices, that  is  why  the  densest,  most  intense  land  use  in  the  down- 
town area  is  in  that  part  near  the  loop,  L  stations,  the  subways, 
and  the  commuter  rail  stations,  but  the  circulator  will  tend  to  pro- 
mote sprawl  at  the  expense  of  these  areas. 

Our  organization's  main  concern  is  that  the  $800  million  cost  of 
this  project  is  so  high  that  in  the  future  when  the  City  of  Chicago 
comes  before  this  committee  for  more  legitimate  expansion  of  our 
transits  infrastructure,  the  committee  will  be  forced  to  say  no  to  us, 
having  given  us  this  project. 

Instead  of  an  $800  million  downtown  trolley,  our  organization 
supports  improving  the  downtown  bus  system. 

The  Chicago  Transit  Authority,  with  currently  approved  Federal 
funds,  is  in  the  process  of  modernizing  its  bus  communication  and 
dispatching  procedures  which  should  help  speed  downtown  bus 
traffic.  Presently,  the  neighborhood  to  downtown  bus  routes  can 
spend  up  to  half  their  operating  times  stuck  in  downtown  traffic. 

If  more  traffic  lanes  were  reserved  for  exclusive  bus  traffic,  these 
routes  would  spend  less  time  downtown  and  more  time  in  the 
neighborhoods.  Ridership  would  improve  and  these  routes  would 
have  the  added  benefit  of  being  able  to  serve  certain  internal  down- 
town trips.  This  gdternative  would  require  no  additional  Federal 
funds. 

Lastly,  a  note  on  privatization.  Our  group  has  been  informed 
that  privatization  has  substantial  potential  for  improving  other  as- 
pects of  internal  downtown  circulation.  The  private  bus  operators 
have  the  ability  to  provide  additional  internal  downtown  trips  serv- 
ing more  of  the  downtown  area  at  a  lower  combined  capital  and  op- 
erating cost  than  the  circulator  could. 

According  to  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Association,  a 
trade  group  of  private  bus  operators,  it  is  likely  that  a  contract 
could  be  awarded  at  a  cost  of  less  than  $30  an  hour,  which  includes 
both  capital  and  operating  and  their  profits.  The  capital  cost  of  the 
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circulator  has  the  potential  to  buy  over  25  million  of  these  operat- 
ing hours. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  kind  attention. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Adam  Kerman  follows:] 
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April  26,  1994 

To  Chairman  Carr  and  the  other  Honorable  Members: 

My  name  is  Adam  H.  Kerman .  I  am  a  member  of  the  board  of  the  Transit 
Riuers '  Authority.  We  are  a  Chicago  area  consumer  group  of  mass  transit  users. 
Our  members  feel  that  unless  ^  transit  riders  will  benefit  from  specific 
transit  projects,  and  such  a  project  represents  the  most  cost  effective 
alternative,  the  projects  should  not  be  funded. 

The  Transit  Riders'  Authority,  then,  opposes  the  Chicago  Central  Area 
Circulator  Project.  While  we  agree  that  there  is  a  need  to  improve  circulation 
in  the  downtown  area,  the  Circulator  will  not  meet  this  need. 

•  The  Circulator  will  harm  ridership  on  existing  trunk  line  bus  routes, 
as  it  will  increase  the  number  of  bus  routes  that  will  share  the  same  streets. 

•  The  Circulator  will  provide  no  time  savings  compared  with  using  buses 
to  improve  downtown  circulation.  In  fact,  it  was  slower  in  some  instances. 

•  If  built,  the  Circulator  would  tend  to  encourage  the  downtown  area  to 
sprawl,  and  harm  the  more  efficient  land  uses  in  the  better  located,  central 
downtown  area.  The  central  downtown  area  is  already  conveniently  accessible  to 
the  commuter  rail  stations  and  the  "L"  and  subway  trains. 

•  The  vast  majority  of  the  Circulator's  ridership  will  not  be  new  transit 
riders.  Rather,  the  ridership  will  come  from  people  who  would  be  diverted  from 
walking. 

Instead  of  an  $800  million  trolley,  TRA  supports  an  improved  downtown  bus 
s_,  .em.  The  Chicago  Transit  Authority,  with  federal  funds,  is  currently  in  the 
process  of  modernizing  its  bus  communications  and  dispatching  procedures  which 
should  help  speed  downtown  bus  traffic. 

Presently,  trunk  line  bus  routes  that  serve  downtown  Chicago  can  spend 
over  half  of  their  operating  time  stuck  in  downtown  traffic.  If  more  traffic 
lanes  were  reserved  for  exclusive  bus  traffic,  these  routes  would  spend  less 
time  downtown  and  more  time  in  the  neighborhoods.  Ridership  would  improve. 

This  alternative  would  require  no  additional  federal  money. 

Private  bus  operators  have  the  ability  to  provide  additional  internal 
downtown  trips  serving  more  of  the  downtown  area,  at  a  lower  combined  capital 
and  operating  cost  than  the  Circulator.  According  to  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Association,  their  trade  group,  it  is  likely  that  a  contract 
could  be  awarded  at  less  than  $30  an  hour,  including  both  capital  and 
operating  costs.  The  capital  cost  of  the  Circulator  would  buy  over  25  million 
operating  hours . 

Thank  you  for  your  kind  attention. 

Adam  H.  Kerman 

///.         -^    ■-/.   ...    , 

The  Transit  Riders'  Authority 

PO  Box  529 

Chicago,  IL  60690-0529 

312  404-0070 
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Mr.  DURBIN.  So  that  the  record  is  clear,  in  the  course  of  your  tes- 
timony, you  mentioned  over  a  billion  dollar  project  and  then  over 
$800  million.  Our  committee  notes  suggest  that  the  cost  escalated 
dollars  will  be  $775  million.  So  I  think  we  should  use  that  as  a 
frame  of  reference  until  some  other  information  comes  along  that 
suggests  otherwise. 

Ms.  Eaton,  your  organization  represents  some  15,000  people  who 
reside  in  this  area  known  as  Streeterville.  The  estimates  from  the 
folks  involved  in  the  circulator  is  that  about  a  million  people  each 
day  would  be  working  and  shopping  and  visiting  and  living  in  this 
area  will  be  served  by  it. 

Now,  do  you  dispute  that  number  in  terms  of  the  activity  and  the 
number  of  people  who  are  in  this  core  center  of  the  city? 

Ms.  Eaton.  I  have  no  reason  to  dispute  it  at  this  point.  Can  we 
go  on  from  there? 

Assuming  that  is  accurate,  I  am  not  sure  how  many  people  come 
into  the 

Mr.  DURBIN.  May  I  ask  you  this:  Is  there  some  particular  aspect 
of  this,  or  is  it  the  concept  that  you  are  opposed  to? 

Ms.  Eaton.  We  are  not  opposed  to  the  concept.  We  support  the 
concept  very  enthusiastically.  We  feel  improved  circulation  in  the 
downtown  area  is  something  to  be  addressed. 

We  are  very  concerned  about  the  methodology,  the  specific  mode 
of  transportation  that  is  being  designed  for  on-street  transit. 

We  have  no  objection  to  LRT.  LRT  is  a  wonderful  way  to  go.  I 
am  an  old  streetcar — not  streetcar  but  a  subway — an  L  rider  in 
Chicago.  If  we  could  get  the  system  on  dedicated  rights-of-way.  We 
would  look  at  it  very  differently. 

We  are  concerned  about  encumbering  our  already  heavy  traffic 
and  gridlocked  streets  with  a  superimposed  streetcar  which  will 
narrow  the  lanes  available  for  automobile  use,  which  will  impede 
pedestrian  traffic.  Pedestrians  will  have  to  cross  the  streets.  Par- 
ticularly in  our  neighborhood,  we  are  very  concerned  about  the  line 
that  will  be  going  to  Navy  Pier. 

Navy  Pier  is  being  developed  now  as  a  tourist  and  exhibition  cen- 
ter and  it  needs  good  public  transportation.  They  expect  an3rwhere 
from  3V2  million  to  7  million  visitors  there  a  year.  It  is  important 
we  have  a  way  to  get  people  in  and  out  of  there  expeditiously.  We 
do  not  believe  this  system  will  do  it. 

If  you  looked  at  the  design  of  the  systems,  particularly  in  that 
area,  which  is  in  our  Streeterville  area,  it  is  dangerously  designed; 
crossing  lanes  of  traffic  at  some  of  the  most  heavy  intersections, 
impeding  Lake  Shore  Drive's  entry  and  exiting  on  two  streets  that 
are  now  being  subsidized  by  the  Illinois  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation to  be  feeder  streets  both  to  and  from  the  expressway. 

So  it  is  the  specifics  of  the  plan  rather  than  the  concept  of  the 
plan  that  we  are  against. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Greenwich,  I  believe  in  your  testimony  you  question  whether 
or  not  this  area  of  the  City  of  Chicago  will  experience  the  kind  of 
economic  growth  that  has  been  projected.  I  guess  neither  of  us  are 
really  in  a  position  to  be  sure  of  that.  I  think  those  in  favor  of  the 
circulator   argue    this   may   enhance   the    possibility    of  economic 
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growth  and,  in  fact,  will  link  up  to  the  loop  as  we  know  it  a  lot 
of  areas  that  have  the  potential  for  growth. 

The  Navy  Pier  has  already  been  mentioned  as  one  of  those  assets 
that  is  being  developed,  and  there  are  some  areas  south  of  the  loop 
which  I  believe  would  be  connected  with  the  circulator  and  brought 
into  the  scheme  of  things. 

I  might  say  that  you  suggested  at  one  point  that  we  should  be 
viewing  investments,  METlC\,  for  example.  One  of  the  items  this 
subcommittee  has  been  kind  enough  to  consider,  as  has  been  sug- 
gested by  area  Congressmen,  is  the  expansion  of  the  Wisconsin 
Central,  and  I  think  that,  frankly,  might  serve  some  of  the  needs 
that  you  have  addressed  here  so  that  some  of  the  folks  living  in  the 
more  western  suburbs  would  have  commuter  access  to  the  loop  and 
perhaps  that  could  add  to  the  projections  that  the  circulator  folks 
have  about  economic  growth. 

Mr.  Greenwich.  Well,  several  points.  The  first  is  that  I  believe 
the  premise  of  the  circulator  is  not  as — how  do  I  say  it — it  is  not — 
the  cause  and  effect  is  not  the  circulator  will  bring  about  this  job 
growth,  but  the  job  growth  is  going  to  bring  in  more  people,  and 
because  of  that  there  is  a  need  for  improved  circulation.  So  that  is 
why  I  mentioned  that  it  is  premised  on  a  forecast. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  think  that  is  a  good  point,  but  my  experience  is 
that  they  are  complimentary.  If  you  have  good  infrastructure  and 
good  transportation,  it  tends  to  encourage  people. 

Mr.  Greenwich.  I  agree  100  percent. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Maybe  fill  up  some  of  the  office  space  now  vacant. 

Mr.  Greenwich.  Yes.  We  are  advocates  of  economic  development 
linked  with  transportation,  without  a  doubt,  in  the  Chicago  area. 
However,  when  the  circulator  was  proposed,  there  was  a  booming 
Chicago  downtown,  and  now  that  we  are  experiencing  high  vacancy 
rates  and  the  job  growth  has  not  been  there,  to  risk  this  amount 
of  money  on  something  that  is  really  uncertain  I  think  needs  a  sec- 
ond look,  and  also  a  look  at  other  alternatives  within  the  city  for 
enhancing  transportation. 

As  far  as  METRA  goes,  actually,  according  to  the  circulator  ma- 
terials, most  of  the  workers  will  be  from  Chicago,  which  means 
their  linked  trips  will  be  from  the  CTA  rather  than  on  to  the 
circulator.  That  will  actually  be  dependent  on  the  CTA  system, 
which  is  struggling  right  now. 

It  is  struggling  with  an  operating  deficit,  with  major  capital  prob- 
lems, and  they  are  doing  their  best.  They  are  doing  their  best,  but 
we  are  afraid  that  tying  up  $250  million  from  the  State  will  put 
the  CTA  on  a  collision  course  with  the  circulator  in  the  future. 

One  final  point  about  enhanced  transit,  including  METRA,  and 
that  is  that  it  is  circumferential  transportation,  connecting  the  sub- 
urbs; suburb-to-suburb  commuting,  and  the  proposed  mid  city 
transitway,  which  would  connect  O'Hare  with  Midway  and  then 
run  along  the  south  side,  has  a  tremendous  potential  for  economic 
development. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Okay.  I  thank  this  panel  for  their  testimony. 

Mr.  Carr,  did  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  no  questions. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you  very  much  for  joining  us  and  your  writ- 
ten testimony  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  permanent  record.  Thank 
you. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
CHICAGO  CENTRAL  AREA  CIRCULATOR 

WITNESSES 

STEPHEN  E.  SCHLICKMAN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  CfflCAGO 
CENTRAL  AREA  CIRCULAR  PROJECT 

DANIEL  SKODA,  PRESIDENT,  MARSHALL  FIELDS,  CHAIRMAN,  GREAT- 
ER STATE  STREET  COUNCIL,  AND  PRESIDENT-ELECT,  CHICAGO 
CENTRAL  AREA  COMMITTEE 

MARC  SCHULMAN,  OWNER,  ELFS  RESTAURANT,  AND  BOARD  MEMBER, 
GREATER  NORTH  MICHIGAN  AVENUE  ASSOCIATION,  AND  MEMBER, 
STREETERVILLE  ORGANIZATION  OF  ACTIVE  RESIDENTS 

BARBARA  LYNNE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  NEAR  SOUTH  PLANNING 
BOARD 

DEBORAH  STONE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  METROPOLITAN  PLANNING 
COUNCIL 

HARRY  HIRSCH,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  PLANNING,  CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AU- 
THORITY 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Now  in  rebuttal,  I  would  like  to  invite  the  folks  here 
from  the  City  of  Chicago,  the  Central  Area  Circulator  project,  Steve 
Schlickman,  Executive  Director;  Daniel  Skoda,  President  of  Mar- 
shall Fields,  is  with  us;  Marc  Schulman — are  you  Mr.  Schulman  of 
Eli's  Restaurant? 

Mr.  Schulman.  Yes. 

Mr.  DuRBlN.  Do  you  realize  what  your  cheese  cake  has  been 
doing  to  me  all  these  years? 

Barbara  Lynne,  Executive  Director  of  the  Near  South  Planning 
Board;  Deborah  Stone,  Executive  Director  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan- 
ning Council;  and  Harry  Hirsch,  Vice  President  for  Planning,  CTA. 
Timely  arrival  to  talk  about  some  issues. 

Welcome.  Of  course,  we  are  interested  in  the  future  of  the 
project.  This  committee  has  provided  appropriations  since  fiscal 
year  1990  of  approximately  $89.8  million  which  has  been  ear- 
marked for  this  project.  Of  that  amount,  $17  million  has  been 
granted  to  the  city  for  planning  and  preliminary  engineering  and 
another  $8.5  million  is  pending.  The  remaining  $64.2  million  will 
be  obligated  to  the  project  in  1994.  So  we  would  like  to  hear  the 
status  and  future  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Schlickman,  thank  you  for  joining  us. 

Mr.  Schlickman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Congressman  and  Chairman 
Carr.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  come  before  your  committee  to 
present  our  case  for  funding  for  this  project. 

On  behalf  of  Mayor  Daley,  I  would  like  to  review  the  delegation 
I  brought  with  me  today  because  I  think  it  is  very  important  to 
show  you  that  there  is  a  broad  base  of  support  for  this  important 
project. 

With  me,  to  my  immediate  left,  is  Dan  Skoda.  Dan,  in  addition 
to  being  President  of  Marshall  Fields,  also  is  the  chairman  of  the 
Greater  State  Street  Council  and  President-Elect  of  the  Central 
Area   Committee,    which    is    a   leading   commercial    group   within 
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downtown,  with  many  of  our  prominent  business  leaders  as  mem- 
bership. 

Marc  Schulman,  to  my  immediate  right,  is  the  owner  of  a  res- 
taurant on  North  Michigan  Avenue,  Eli's,  and  a  board  member  of 
the  Greater  North  Michigan  Avenue  Association. 

Marc,  in  particular,  is  familiar  with  the  alignment  adjustments 
that  we  made  that  were  very  important  that  occurred  over  the  last 

year. 

Barbara  Lynne,  Executive  Director  of  the  Near  South  Planning 
Board,  represents  a  large  diverse  community  south  of  the  loop  that 
includes  residential  groups  and  commercial  interests  in  that  area. 

Deborah  Stone  is  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Council,  the  organization  that  actually  was  a  moving  fac- 
tor in  the  creation  of  this  project,  and  she  brings  her  regional  per- 
spective to  the  importance  of  this  project. 

Then,  finally,  to  my  far  right,  is  Harry  Hirsch,  a  representative 
of  the  CTA,  who  can  speak  to  the  interface  of  this  project  and  how 
it  will  support  and  benefit  the  CTA. 

Over  the  last  year,  we  have  accomplished  a  lot  with  this  project. 
As  you  can  tell  from  our  boards  to  my  right  and  your  left,  we  final- 
ized the  alignments.  This  was  through  an  extensive  community 
process.  We  adopted  a  traffic  management  plan  that  will  achieve 
a  balance  of  light  rail  operation  with  other  street  traffic,  including 
the  bus  system  and  other  automobile  traffic  in  the  downtown. 

We  also  engaged  a  FTA  circulator  peer  review  group  to  review 
particular  design  issues,  traffic  issues — those  issues  that  were 
noted  in  last  year's  3-J  report — and  I  should  note  that  this  year's 
3^  report  has  acknowledged  this  peer  review  has  gone  forward, 
made  recommendations  that  address  the  FTA's  concerns,  and  we 
are  incorporating  those  recommendations  into  our  design.  FTA  has 
said  if  we  do,  that  should  resolve  those  technical  issues. 

We  have  developed  a  very  effective  urban  design  approach  and 
we  have  some  computer  images  here  of  what  this  system  might 
look  like  on  the  streets  of  downtown. 

The  lower  graph  is  Madison,  the  heart  of  the  loop;  the  upper 
graphic  is  the  north  Wabash  area  serving  North  Michigan  Avenue. 

We  have  proceeded  to  go  ahead  with  our  procurement  of  rail  ve- 
hicles. That  is  important  to  this  year's  program.  That  is  the  most 
important  largest  piece  of  our  contracting  for  this  year.  Probably 
most  importantly,  as  part  of  the  preliminary  engineering  program, 
we  have  engaged  in  a  detailed  cost  benefit  analysis,  and  I  would 
like  to  say  the  criteria  that  this  committee  has  put  forward  has 
been  very  helpful  to  us. 

We  have  used  it  locally.  We  have  actually  incorporated  it  into  our 
local  cost  benefit  analysis,  and  on  the  chart  that  is  now  before  you 
we  have  the  list  of  benefits  that  have  come  from  that  analysis. 

If  I  could  quickly  go  through  that.  It  shows  that  the  light  rail, 
when  compared  to  the  bus  improvement  that  we  also  were  study- 
ing, has  four  times  greater  new  transit  ridership.  The  light  rail  sys- 
tem has  significantly  greater  carrying  capacity,  one  two-car  light 
rail  train  is  the  equivalent  of  340  cars  or  five  buses. 

We  will  have  substantially  greater  reduction  in  bus  trips  in  the 
downtown,  and  these  are  primarily  the  buses  that  originate  and 


915 

end  the  downtown  that  are  currently  a  source  of  congestion  for  the 
downtown. 

We  will  reduce  more  automobile  travel  through  the  light  rail  op- 
tion. We  will  have  faster  and  easier  boarding  of  this  system  than 
the  bus  system  has  through  the  low  floor  vehicles  we  will  purchase. 
Through  the  proof  of  payment  approach,  we  will  also  have  faster 
boarding. 

These  key  features,  along  with  the  sophisticated  traffic  manage- 
ment plan  that  does  incorporate  IVHS  technology,  will  help  ensure 
a  fast,  dependable  service,  this  is  the  type  of  reliability  that  is  not 
fully  captured  in  the  modeling  that  is  done  at  the  FTA  level. 

We  feel  and  I  feel  the  FTA  would  acknowledge  with  these  key 
features,  we  will  have  better  reliability  than  with  the  bus  system 
that  must  compete  with  the  congestion  in  the  downtown. 

At  the  very  bottom,  we  show  the  main  indicators.  The  Federal 
CEI  is  now  at  9.43.  That  should  be  the  final  number  for  our  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  are  showing  an  investment 
benefit  ratio,  per  the  committee's  criteria,  of  $5.24  invested. 

The  project  is  moving  ahead.  We  are  completing  the  FEIS  proc- 
ess. We  are  beginning  discussions  on  the  full  funding  grant  agree- 
ment. Both  of  those  should  come  to  closure  in  June  and  July.  We 
are  moving  into  at  that  point  final  design  and  construction. 

This  will  bring  us  to  the  1994  program  schedule.  This  is  a  very 
important  schedule  from  your  point  of  view  because  it  shows  how 
we  will  be  committing  the  existing  Federal  funding  that  has  been 
appropriated  for  this  project  which  has  been  very  helpful  in  moving 
the  project  forward. 

We  are  going  to  commit  the  entire  $64.2  million  currently  out- 
standing to  this  set  of  contracts. 

I  should  note  that  the  $64.3  million  is  the  approximate  equiva- 
lent to  the  one-third  federal  funding,  which  is  all  we  are  asking 
from  the  Federal  Government  for  the  overall  financial  plan  of  the 
project.  That  will  lead  us  into  the  1995  program.  That  is  a  total 
program  amount  of  $150  million. 

Again,  we  are  asking  for  one-third  Federal  funding  of  that. 

We  are  very  confident  that  that  program  can  occur.  You  can  tell 
from  the  dates  that  most  of  them  are  occurring  fairly  early  in  the 
fiscal  year,  so  we  should  be  able  to  move  forward  and  commit  that 
amount  of  money  if  you  were  to  graciously  allocate  it  to  this 
project. 

At  this  point,  I  would  turn  it  over  to  Dan  Skoda  to  make  a  brief 
remark  from  a  business  perspective  from  downtown. 

Dan. 

Mr.  Skoda.  Thank  you,  Steve. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Congressman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 
It  really  is  a  unique  opportunity  for  a  businessman  from  downtown 
Chicago  to  share  his  perspective  with  you. 

As  President  of  Marshall  Fields  and  Chairman  of  the  Greater 
State  Street  Council,  and  President-Elect  of  the  central  Area  com- 
mittee, and  a  myriad  of  other  organizations,  I  represent  some  of 
the  170  civic  organizations,  business  organizations,  and  community 
organizations  that  have  endorsed  the  circulator  as  a  major  vehicle 
to  ensure  the  viability  of  Chicago  and  to  ensure  that  we  move  ag- 
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gressively  and  progressively  in  terms  of  handling  the  congestion 
and  development  of  the  downtown  area. 

Actually,  the  idea  of  the  circulator  was  generated  from  the  busi- 
ness group  who  have  come  together  and  realized  that  the  circulator 
was  the  vehicle  that  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  handle  our 
transportation  needs  in  the  city. 

This  business  group  has  supported  and  has  been  very  much  a 
front  runner  in  pajdng  the  special  service  area  tax  that  has  been 
allocated  in  order  to  support  the  city  funding  for  this  project. 

The  importance  of  a  reliable  and  convenient  transit  system  in  the 
downtown  area  is  paramount  and,  in  personal  observation  and  in- 
vestigation and  in  talking  to  other  retailers  that  have  experienced 
a  circulator  type  of  system  coming  into  their  downtown  areas,  it 
has  been  a  dramatic,  positive  effect  on  business  and  the  develop- 
ment of  commerce  and  the  development  of  retail  and  visitor  travel 
to  these  areas. 

So  myself  and  170  other  organizations  ask  you  to  seriously  con- 
sider continued  funding  to  keep  this  project  on  schedule  and  to 
keep  Chicago  a  vital  downtown  area  and  move  us  progressively  into 
the  21st  Century. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  SCHLICKMAN.  Thank  you,  and  we  would  be  willing  to  answer 
any  questions  you  may  have  about  the  project. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 

[Clerk  note. — ^The  attachments  listed  in  the  prepared  statement 
will  be  retained  in  the  Committee  files.] 
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I.  Introduction 

On  behalf  of  Richard  M.  Daley,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Chicago.  I  wish  to  express  our 
appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  to  the   House   Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  in  support  of  continued  Section 
3  New  Start  appropriations  for  the  City  of  Chicago's  Central  Area  Circulator  project 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  "the  Circulator").   I  am  Stephen  E.  Schlickman,  Executive 
Director  of  the  project.   With  me  today  in  support  of  the  project  and  here  to  also  help 
answer  any  questions  are: 

Daniel  Skoda 

President,  Marshall  Fields 

Chairman,  Greater  State  Street  Council 

President  Elect,  Chicago  Central  Area  Committee 

Marc  Schulman 

Eli's  Restaurant,  Owner 

Board  Member,  Greater  North  Michigan  Avenue  Association  (GNMAA) 

Member,  Streeterville  Organization  of  Active  Residents  (SOAR) 

Barbara  Lynne 

Executive  Director,  Near  South  Planning  Board 

Deborah  Stone 
Executive  Director 
Metropolitan  Planning  Council 

Harry  Hirsch 

Vice  President,  Planning 

Chicago  Transit  Authority  (CTA) 


This  group  is  representative  of  the  broad  base  of  support  the  project  enjoys  from  the 
Central  Area  community. 

Taking  leadership  in  the  critical  attempt  to  address  our  nation's  mass  transit  and 
enviroimiental  needs  in  a  manner  that  supports  local  initiative  for  the  last  four  years,  the 
subcommittee  has  been  very  sup[>ortive  of  our  project.   We  greatly  appreciate  the  past 
assistance  that  you  have  provided.   We  have  used  the  funds  during  preliminary 
engineering  to  further  our  planning  and  design  of  the  Circulator  to  ensure  its 
effectiveness  in  meeting  the  common  goals  of  Congress  and  our  city  in  the  creation  of  a 
technologically,  envirormientally  and  aesthetically  sound  transportation  system  for  the 
nation's  third  largest  urban  center. 
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For  FY  1995  as  we  move  into  final  design  and  construction  we  are  requesting  an 
earmark  of  $50.0  million  for  the  Circulator  project.   To  substantiate  this  request,  I  will 
provide  a  description  and  status  of  the  project  and  an  explanation  of  our  plans  for  1994 
and  1995.   First,  we  must  address  the  Administration's  budget  proposal  for  the  New  Start 
Program. 

II.   Administration's  FY  1995  Section  3  •  New  Start  Recommendation 

We  are  very  concerned  about  the  Administration's  FY  1995  Section  3   New  Start 
Program  recommendations.   It  proposes  to  cut  funding  to  the  program  by  $268  million, 
or  40%.  The  recorrmiendation  also  restricts  FY  1995  New  Start  funding  to  only  those 
projects  that  have  full  funding  grant  agreements  (FFGA).   While  we  can  understand  the 
overall  budget  limitations  faced  by  the  Administration,  we  believe  their  New  Start 
Program  recommendation  is  rationally  misplaced.  The  New  Start  Program  funding 
should  remain  at  least  at  existing  levels,  if  not  expanded,  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  program  addresses  the  need  for  out-of-the  -ordinary  transit  infrastructure 
investments  that  are  necessary  for  growing  urban  centers  to  maintain  their 
economic  and  social  vitality  with  balanced  multi-modal  transportation  systems. 

2.  The  program  promotes  the  objectives  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  by  supporting 
alternative  transit  investments  to  highway  projects  limited  by  the  Act's  provisions. 

3.  The  program  supports  transit  rail  projects  that  are  effective  tools  for  focusing 
development  and  reigning  in  urban  sprawl,  a  phenomenon  that  causes  increased 
automobile  use  and  inefficient  and  expensive  infrastructure  investments. 

With  respect  to  the  full  funding  grant  agreement  limitation,  we  believe  it  is  too  narrow 
and  will  hinder  other  equally  meritorious  ready-to-go  projects.   Numerous  projects  in  the 
plemning  and  preliminary  engineering  stages  have  relied  on  the  availability  of  federal 
funding.   Their  continuation  may  be  threatened  without  FY  1995  federal  funding  and 
beyond.   While  we  advocate  funding  for  all  ready-to-go  projects,  if  the  subcommittee  is 
adopting  the  Administration's  criteria,  allowance  should  at  least  be  made  for  projects  now 
negotiating  full  funding  grant  agreements.   It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
Administration  is  willing  to  allow  projects  that  will  have  an  FFGA  to  receive  funding  in 
FY  1995.   If  so,  then  a  funding  level  greater  than  $400  million  must  be  allowed. 


III.  Project  Description 

The  Central  Area  Circulator  is  a  major  transit  project  to  serve  Chicago's  downtown.   It 
responds  to  a  long-recognized  need  for  improved  distribution  and  circulation  of  people 
within  Chicago's  Central  Area,   Our  Central  Arfea  is  one  of  the  most  successful  centers  of 
commerce  in  the  world.  Responsible  for  about  40  percent  of  all  jobs  in  the  city  and 
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containing  more  than  60  percent  of  the  region's  office  space,  Chicago's  Central  Area  is 
key  to  the  City's  and  the  State  of  Illinois'  current  and  future  economic  growth. 

One  reason  for  Chicago's  Central  Area  vitality,  at  a  time  when  many  city  cores  are  in 
decline,  is  the  vision  of  civic  leaders  of  the  previous  century,  who  realized  that  effective 
transit  access  would  be   key  to  the  business  district's  growth  and  the  city's 
competitiveness.   The   implementation  of  that  vision  has  provided  the  Chicago  region 
with  an  extremely  effective  and  comprehensive  rail  transit  service  from  the  suburbs  and 
the  City  neighborhoods  to  the  Loop,  the  original  one  square-mile  business  district 
present  at  the  tum-of-the  century. 

The  very  success  of  the  business  district,  however,  has  led  to  a  new  transportation 
challenge.   Over  the  past  twenty  years  the  Central  Business  District  has  grown  far 
beyond  the  one-square  mile  Loop  to  a  six  square  mile  area  where  more  than  1  million 
people  each  day  work,  shop,  recreate  and  live;  however,  there  have  been  no 
corresponding  improvements  or  extensions  of  the  Central  Area  mass  transit  system. 
As  a  result  the  myriad  of  employment,  retail,  cultural  and  educational  destinations  in  the 
comers  of  the  Central  Area  are  not  effectively  served  by  the  line  haul  rail  transit 
terminals  principally  located  in  the  Loop.   As  walking  from  the  rail  station  to 
employment  and  other  destinations  is  no  longer  a  convenient  possibility  and  faced  with 
an  inefficient  and  confusing  bus  system,   the  streets  of  and  roadways  leading  to  the 
Central  Area  have  become  increasingly  laden  with  automobiles,  taxis  and   costly  shuttle 
buses  as  alternatives. 

New  development  already  underway  downtown  but  outside  the  Loop,  at  Navy  Pier, 
Cityfront  Center,  McCormick  Place  and  Central  Station,  for  example,  will  place  even 
greater  demands  on  Chicago's  transit  system  in  the  years  ahead.  And  regional  planning 
agencies  forecast  a  substantial  growth  in  trips  to  and  within  the  Central  Area  by  the  year 
2010  which  will  place  impossible  demands  on  an  already  constrained  and  congested  road 
system.   In  fact  the  realization  of  the  full  job  creation  potential  of  existing  major 
developments  as  well  as  needed  future  development  is  jeopardized  by  an  ineffective, 
capacity  constrained  bus  transportation  sy.stem. 

The  vision  for  the  Circulator  is  to  meet  the  need  for  better  downtown  transportation  by 
constructing  a  high  capacity  light  rail  system  that  will  provide  an  easy  to  use  and  reliable 
transit  operation  extending  the  benefits  of  the  existing  line-haul  rail  system  to  major 
destination  centers  throughout  and  at  the  emerging  corners  of  the  greater  Central  Area. 
It  will  also  substantially  increase  the  ability  of  the  road  system  to  accommodate  more 
trips  without  increasing  congestion  or  pollution.  A  brief  description  of  the  preliminary 
light  rail  system  plan  with  a  system  map  is  attached  (Attachments  A  and  B)  for  your 
reference. 
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IV.     Project  Status 


The  City's  selection  of  a  light  rail  transit  improvement  for  preliminary  engineering  (PE) 
was  approved  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  in  the  Spring  of  1992.   With 
this  subcommittee's  support  we  have  virtually  completed  PE  and  are  pressing  ahead  with 
the  program  for  final  design  and  construction,  subject  to  final  FTA  approval. 

Last  year  we  submitted  a  project  schedule  to  the  subcommittee  and  indicated  that  it 
might  slip  four  and  a  half  months  to  allow  a  change  in  the  rail  alignment  to  address 
community  concerns.   In  fact,  as  anticipated,   the  alignment  was  changed  and  the 
scheduled  was  adjusted  (see  Attachment  C).  The  revised   milestone  date  for  the 
completion  of  30%  engineering  was  met  in  November,  1993.   The  draft  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  now  under  review  by  the  FTA  and  near  approval  for 
release  for  public  comment.   We  expect  negotiations  on  the  full  funding  grant  agreement 
to  begin  shortly  and  anticipate  completion  this  summer.   As  explained  below,  we  fully 
expect  to  meet  our  contract  schedule  for  FY  1994,  which  will  allow  the  commitment  of 
the  FY  1994  and  all  prior  year  federal  appropriations  for  the  project. 


Preliminary  Engineering  -  A  Year  or  Progress 

As  we  explained  last  year,  while  the  formal  activity  of  PE  is  the   completion  of  the  FEIS 
to  provide  the  best  information  on  cost,  impact  mitigation  and  benefits  of  the  project,  we 
construed  the  task  more  broadly  than  simply  meeting  the  strict  requirements  of  the 
approval  process.   When  constructed  the  Circulator  will  constitute  a  major  new  presence 
in  Chicago's  densely  developed  downtown.  We  felt  -  and  continue  to  feel  --that  the 
project's  success  depends  upon  the  development  of  an  approach  that  synthesizes  the  best 
light  rail  design  with  an  effective  urban  design  strategy,  with  a  coherent  traffic 
management  plan  for  the  entire  district,  and  with  an  extensive  community  outreach  and 
involvement  process.   It  is  our  assessment  that  we  have  effectively  met  these  goals.  I 
hope  that  you  will  agree. 


A.   Final  Alignment 

After  an  extensive  process  that  involved  both  rigorous  technical  analysis  and  continuous 
community  input,  we  have  arrived  at  a  final  alignment  for  the  system  (see  Attachment 
A),  which  is  composed  of  a  series  of  intersecting  segments  that  provide  access  to  the 
farthest  points  of  the  Central  Business  District  and  all  major  points  in-between.  The 
aligrmient  has  changed  from  the  one  outlined  in  the  DEIS,  shifting  the  north-south 
alignment  that  traverses  the  area  north  of  the  Chicago  river  from  the  east  to  the  west 
side  of  Michigan  Avenue  and  bringing  it  further  north  than  originally  anticipated.  Of 
note  is  that  although  the  alignment  change  was  originally  considered  as  a  result  of 
community  concerns,  upon  technical  analysis  we  found  that  the  change  provided  the 
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system  with  both  greater  lexibility  and  productivity. 

As  a  result  of  both  the  alignment,  and  the  process  of  public  involvement,  the  Circulator 
has  gained  wide-spread  community  support.  Close  to  200  organizations,  institutions  and 
business  leaders  have  endorsed  the  project,  ranging  from  the  city's  business  and  civic 
leadership  organizations  and  the  major  educational  and  cultural  institutions  to 
environmental  interests,  businesses,  and  area  residents.   (See  Attachment  D  for  the  list 
of  endorsements.) 


B.  Traffic  Management  Plan 

From  the  beginning  of  the  project  we  have  recognized  that  an  essential  component  of 
the  system's  success  would  be  traffic  management.   We  understood  that  only  through 
effective  traffic  management  could  the  system  realize  its  desired  goals  of  reliable, 
efficient  travel.   However,  as  prudent  planners  and  in  response  to  the  well-placed 
concerns  of  Federal,  City  and  State  transportation  officials,  we  have  taken  a  broader 
look  at  traffic  management  questions  -  concerning  an  on-the-street  light  rail  operation  in 
relation  to  the  well-being  of  traffic  flow  throughout  the  Central  Area.  To  address  that 
concern,  we  initially  developed  a  Circulator  Traffic  Management  Plan  to  effectively 
direct  traffic,  in  relation  to  the  light  rail  system,  through  the  central  area.   When 
completed,  and  in  conjunction  with  an  augmented  Central  Area  Traffic  Management 
Plan  being  undertaken  by  the  City  of  Chicago,  new  management  and  enforcement 
procedures  will  allow  an  effective  light  rail  operation  and  visibly  improve  traffic 
conditions  throughout  the  area. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that  our  Traffic  Management  Plan  has  been  shared  with 
and  revised  as  a  result  of  extensive  discussions  with  building  owners  and  other  concerned 
stakeholders  throughout  the  Central  Area. 

C.  3(j)  Report  Concerns 

The    1994  3  (j)  report  notes  that  a  peer  group  has  recommended  changes  to  the  projea 
to  address  a  number  of  potential  operations  and  traffic  concerns.  Though  the  peer 
review  approach  was  suggested  by  FTA,  the  project  has  had  a  peer  review  team 
reviewing  the  design  work  since  the  beginning  of  preliminary  engineering.   This  team  was 
expanded  to  include  FTA  .   FTA  and  the  project  jointly  sponsored  meetings  of  the  peer 
group  in  December  and  January  to  address  train  operation  issues.    The  peer  group 
consisted  of  several  recognized  experts  in  light  rail  operations  and  traffic  management. 
Representatives  of  the  Illinois  Department  of  Transportation  attended  the  meetings. 
The  project  evaluated  23  potential  design  changes  on  behalf  of  the  peer  group.   The 
peer  group  concluded  that  six  of  these  modifications  are  needed  improvements  which 
will  adequately  address  the  operating  concerns.  The  project  has  made  or  is  now 
incorporating  the  recommended  improvements  in  the  project  design  plans.   In  March,  the 
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peer  group  convened  to  consider  traffic  issues  related  to  the  Circulator.  The  peer  group 
made  ten  recommendations  which  are  currently  under  evaluation  by  project  staff.   We 
believe  FTA  is  satisfied  with  our  progress  to  date. 


D.   Urban  Design 

Designing  a  system  for  one  of  the  nation's  most  densely  populated  and  highly  used 
business  districts  requires  far  more  than  a  technical  solution  -  it  requires  one  that 
actually  enhances  the  physical  environment.   Recognizing  this  for  the  past  year  we  have 
worked  intensely  on  the  urban  design  features  of  the  project  to  ensure  that  the 
Circulator  actually  enhanced  the  physical  environment  of  the  Central  Area.   With  one 
eye  on  beauty  and  the  other  on  economy  and  learning  from  the  light-rail  experiences  of 
other  American  cities,  we  have  endeavored  to   incorporate  a  design  sensibility  in  every 
element  of  the  system  from  lighting  to  pavement,  from  catenary  wire  to  stations,  from 
the  use  of  trees  and  streetscaping  to  the  incorporation  of  integrated  art.   As  you  can  see 
from  the  composite  photos  (see  Attachment  E),  we  are  attempting  to  build  on  Chicago's 
past  architectural  achievements  as  we  design  the  transit  system  of  the  future. 


E.  Vehicle  Procurement 

The  current  program  for  the  Circulator  calls  for  the  purchase  of  up  to  45  low-floor  light 
rail  vehicles.  The  low  floor  concept  is  a  key  component  of  a  successful  Circulator 
system.   It  permits  people  to  board  the  vehicle  from  their  station  or  stop  without 
negotiating  steps.  This  will  greatly  speed  entering  and  exiting  the  vehicle  for  all  riders, 
including  disabled  persons,  thus  enhancing  the  convenience,  speed  and  reliability  of  the 
system. 

In  the  past  year  we  have  made  substantial  progress  in  the  procurement  of  light  rail 
vehicles.   Technical  performance  specifications  were  completed  in  January  after  an 
industry  review.   A  request  for  technical  proposals  from  vehicle  suppliers  was  issued  in 
February.   Technical  proposals  are  due  in  May.   Upon  evaluation  of  the  technical 
proposals,  the  City  will  request  price  proposals  from  the  qualified  vendors  in  July.   Price 
proposals  will  be  submitted  by  the  vendors  in  August.  The  City  expects  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  the  low  bidder  in  September. 


F.  Characteristics  of  the  Circulator  Light  Rail  System 

As  required  by  the  FEIS,  encouraged  by  this  subcommittee's  process  and  in  order  to  be 
accountable  to  the  public  we  serve,  during  preliminary  engineering  we  have  engaged  in  a 
rigorous  analysis  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  the  proposed  system  in  keeping  with  the 
projects  three  goals  of  creating  an  improved  transportation  system,  an  improved 
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environment  and  a  tool  to  supjjon  and  stimulate  economic  development. 

As  you  will  see  from  the  following,  the  proposed  light  rail  system  not  only  substantially 
meets  our  goals,  but  excels  in  comparison  to  the  alternatives  considered. 

Our  first  measurements  were  done  for  our  30%  milestone  report.   Here  we  employed 
both  the  FTA's  measurements  and  criteria  that  reflected  the  concerns  of  the  City  as  well. 

Because  of  better  connections  among  the  key  destinations  in  the  central  area  and  a  more 
efficient  and  reliable  service,  the  Circulator  will  result  in  the  highest  ridership  for  travel 
to  and  within  the  Central  area  for  all  the  alternatives.  Light  Rail,  Bus-TSM  and  null  (do 
nothing).  The  Circulator  will  attract  21,510  more  new  transit  trips  than  Bus  TSM  and 
28360  more  than  the  null. 

Ehie  to  its  attractiveness  as  a  transit  alternative,  the  light  rail  system  will  reduce 
automobile  volumes,  entering  the  downtown  during  the  morning  peak  by  2,400  trips  as 
compared  to  the  Bus-TSM  which  will  reduce  automobile  volumes  by  only  200  trips  for 
the  same  period.   Equally  as  significant  the  LRT  will  reduce  bus  trips  by  21%  over  the 
null  alternative  and  a  full  27%  over  the  Bus-TSM,  which  would  actually  require  an 
increase  in  bus  vehicles. 

The  related  environmental  impacts  are  significant.  The  LRT  will  reduce  automobile 
emissions  by  509  tons  annually  over  current  levels,  compared  to  only  a  67.9  ton  reduction 
under  the  Bus-TSM. 

On  the  economic  benefit  side  of  the  equation,  we  have  also  found  Light  Rail  to 
outperform  the  alternatives.   Relying  on  multiple  sources  from  both  the  private  sector 
and  academia  for  independent  analyses,  we  have  calculated  that  the  LRT  will  spur  the 
creation  of  2,000  to  3,000  jobs  per  year,  increase  personal  income  in  the  area  of  $152 
million,  increase  retail  sales  by  $64  million  per  year,  add  $18.2  million  in  convention  and 
tourism  spending  and  provide  the  city  with  more  than  $200  million  of  streetscape  and 
infrastructure  improvements. 

Using  the  thoughtful  investment  criteria  ration  developed  by  this  subcommittee,  we 
calculate  the  cost  benefit  analysis  at  $5.24  per  dollar  or  an  internal  rate  of  return  of 
almost  53  percent.   Similarly  using  the  FTA's  formula,  which  measures  the  cost  of 
construction  and  operation  per  each  new  transit  rider,  we  have  arrived  at  a  cost 
effectiveness  index  of  $9.43  making  the  Circulator  very  competitive  with  other  transit 
projects. 

G.  Status  of  the  FEIS 

An  entire  FEIS  document  is  drafted.   FTA  is  currently  completing  a  final  review  of  the 
document.  We  expect  the  document  to  be  available  for  public  comment  in  May. 
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Although  not  required,  the  City  intends  to  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  FEIS  during  the 
required  30-day  circulation  period.  The  Record  of  Decision  on  the  FEIS  is  expected  in 
July,  followed  shortly  thereafter  by  the  FFGA.   Negotiations  between  the  City  and  FTA 
on  the  FFGA  are  about  to  begin.   With  completion  of  the  FFGA  the  City  can  proceed 
with  the  construction  and  procurement  portion  of  the  FY  1994  contract  program. 


V.   Financial  Plan 

For  the  FEIS  we  have  developed  a  capital  budget  of  $775.2  million  (fully  escalated 
dollars).  This  is  only  3%  more  than  the  budget  estimated  during  the  planning  phases  of 
the  project.   Per  last  year's  testimony,  we  have  included  design  and  construction 
contingencies  of  over  $100  million  to  lessen  the  risk  of  cost  over-runs.   This  was  a 
technique  that  the  City  of  Chicago  successfully  employed  in  its  federally  funded 
Southwest  Rapid  Transit  Project,  which  came  in  within  its  $490  million  budget. 

As  we  have  consistently  reported,  our  capital  financial  plan  is  predicated  on  funding 
one-third  by  the  federal  government,  one-third  by  the  City  of  Chicago,  and  one-third  by 
the  State  of  Illinois.   Implementation  of  this  plan  has  continued  to  move  forward. 

At  the  federal  level,  you  have  provided  us  annual  appropriations  since  FY  1990.  To  date 
an  approximate  tot£d  of  $89.8  million  has  been  earmarked  by  Congress  for  the  Circulator 
project.   Of  that  amount  approximately  $17  million  has  been  granted  to  the  City  of 
Chicago  for  plaiming  and  preliminary  engineering  work.   Another  $8.5  million  is  pending 
award.  The  remaining  $64.2  million  will  be  obligated  to  the  project  in  1994  .   (See 
section  "FY  1994  Contract  Program"  below  for  further  explanation.)   Our  ISTEA 
authorization  for  1992  to  1997  is  $260  million. 

Last  December,  for  the  third  time  in  as  many  years,  the  Chicago  City  Council  provided 
an  annual  authorization  of  the  Circulator's  Special  Service  Area  tax  levy  on  commercial 
real  estate  to  fund  the  local  one-third  share  of  the  capital  budget.  The  boundary  of  the 
service  area  is  within  the  City's  central  area  and  configured  to  tax  those  commercial 
properties  most  directly  benefiting  from  the  project.   The  first  collection  of  the  tax 
occurred  in  August,  1992  and  produced  approximately  $14  million.   By  this  Fall  a  total  of 
$42  million  will  have  been  collected.   By  law,  when  the  property  tax  levy  is  pledged 
directly  for  debt  service  on  a  bond  issuance,  as  is  planned,  the  rate  will  float  to  the  level 
necessary  to  service  the  bonds  and  continue  for  the  life  of  the  bonds.  To  the  extent  that 
the  assessed  valuation  in  the  Special  Service  Area  does  not  grow  as  projected,  the  levy 
can  be  increased  over  contemplated  levels  to  meet  debt  service  requirements.   This 
provides  the  project  an  extremely  stable  source  of  local  funding. 

The  State  of  Illinois  continues  to  abide  by  its  agreement  with  the  City  to  fund  one-third 
of  the  Circulator's  capital  cost.   We  have  previously  explained  to  the  subcommittee  that 
in  1989,  the  State  agreed,  through  then  Governor  Jim  Thompson  in  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU),  to  provide  $20  million  for  the  design  of  the  Circulator  and  to 
fund  one-third  of  the  cost  of  construction,  pending  the  City's  and  the  State's  evaluations  of 
the  plaiming  and  engineering  work.   The  specific  language  of  the  MOU  is  as  follows: 
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"Recognizing  the  need  to  address  critical  traffic  congestion  problems  affecting 
Chicago's  Central  Area,  the  State  will  provide  an  amount  equivalent  to 
one-third  or  not  more  than  $20  million  of  the  cost,  of  planning  and 
engineering  of  the  Downtown  [Circulator]  Project  over  five  years  concluding 
with  end  of  State  fiscal  year  1994.   Further,  the  State  will  provide  one-third  of 
the  cost  of  construction  (emphasis  added)  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1995-99  time 
period  based  on  both  the  State's  and  City's  evaluation  of  the  engineering  and 
plaiming  work  when  it  is  completed."   City/State  Memorandum  of 
Understanding,  Five  Year  Chicago  Street  Program,  State  Fiscal  Years  1990 
Through  1994,  June  30,  1989.  page  2. 


The  current  governor,  Jim  Edgar,  has  been  abiding  by  this  agreement.  To  date,  $18 
million  has  been  appropriated  by  the  State  for  the  project.   Recently  Governor  Edgar 
requested  the  Illinois  General  -^sembly  to  appropriate  an  additional  $2  million.  The 
results  of  preliminary  engineering  are  currently  under  review  by  the  State  of  Illinois, 
Department  of  Transportation.   We  are  discussing  with  the  Governor's  office  the 
scope  of  the  project  for  final  design  and  construction  and  expect  a  reaffirmation  of 
the  State's  commitment  to  fund  one-third  of  the  cost  of  construction  by  July. 


VI.   FY  1994  Contract  Program 

During  the  remainder  of  federal  fiscal  year  1994,  the  City  will  implement  a  program 
of  design,  construction,  and  procurement  for  the  project.   We  expect  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  a  total  dollar  value  of  $192.6  million.   The  descriptions,  obligation 
dates,  and  amounts  of  the  1994  program  elements  are  as  follows: 

Amount  Date  Description 

$  33.0  m.  7/94  FINAL  DESIGN  AND 

CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGEMENT:   The  work  items 
included  in  this  project  element  are 
final  design,  construction 
management  of  the  initial 
construction  and  procurement,  and 
management  and  administration  of 
the  project. 


$  11.5  m.  8/94  YARD  SITE  ACQUISITION:   The 

site  must  be  purchased  in  1994  to 
allow  construction  of  the  yard  and 
shop  to  proceed  on  schedule  in  early 
1995. 
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$   8.1  m. 


$  9.9  m. 


8/94  SPECIAL  RAIL:   This  element 

includes  the  procurement  of  various 
types  of  rail  (embedded  running  rail, 
embedded  transition  rail,  and  special 
trackwork)  which  have  lengthy 
manufacturing  times. 

9/94  UTILITY  RELOCATION:  To  meet 

the  project  schedule,  it  is  prudent  to 
undertake  some  utility  relocation  in 
advance  of  the  construction  of  the 
project  segments.   A  portion  of  this 
advance  utility  work,  for  designated 
water  and  sewer  line  relocations,  will 
be  released  for  bid  in  1994. 


$130.1  m. 


9/94  LIGHT  RAIL  VEHICLES:   The 

design,  manufacture,  delivery,  and 
testing  of  the  vehicles  is  a  long  lead 
item,  the  contract  for  which  needs  to 
be  entered  into  immediately  after 
federal  approval  to  proceed  with  final 
design  and  construction. 


Program  Total:         $192.6  m. 


Federal: 
Local/State: 


$64.2  m. 
$128.4  m. 


To  support  this  program  we  will  request  in  May,  1994  a  federal  grant  of  $64.2  million 
or  one-third  of  the  total  amount.   With  this  grant  all  federal  funds  appropriated  by 
Congress  for  the  project  through  federal  fiscal  year  1994  will  have  been  committed 
through  grants  to  the  project.   Although  a  portion  of  the  federal  funds  will  be 
expended  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  nearly  all  of  the  federal  funds  will  be 
obligated  to  contracts  prior  to  the  close  of  federal  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  1994  program  presented  above  is  somewhat  different  from  the  1994  program 
presented  to  Congress  last  year.   The  prior  program  totalled  $288  million.   It 
included  the  yard  and  shop,  which  is  now  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  program.  The 
current  program  includes  procurement  of  rail  which  was  not  in  the  prior  program. 

There  are  several  reasons  for  the  change  in  the  FY  1994  program.  The  prior 
program  was  preliminary.  The  current  program  benefits  from  having  a  more  refined 
and  detailed  schedule  and  better  cost  estimates  than  were  available  last  year.   Last 
year  we  requested  substantially  more  funds  than  were  appropriated.  Consequently 
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we  cannot  afford  as  ambitious  a  program  as  envisioned  last  year.   Nevertheless,  the 
earlier  project  schedule  had  sufficient  flexibility  that  to  the  extent  needed  the  timing 
of  individual  project  elements  could  be  adjusted  consistent  with  the  availability  of 
funding  without  adversely  affecting  the  overall  project  budget  and  schedule. 

We  very  much  appreciate  the  support  of  Committee's  in  funding  the  project.   We  also 
understand  and  commend  the  Committee's  desire  that  funds  appropriated  for  a  fiscal 
year  are  obligated  in  that  fiscal  year.   We  are  confident  that  this  objective  of  the 
committee  will  be  achieved  in  Central  Area  Circulator  Project's   FY  1994  and  future 
fiscal  year  programs.   A  table  is  included  with  this  document  (see  Attachment  E) 
which  shows  the  dollar  amount  of  obligations  we  plan  to  make  in  federal  fiscal  years 
1994  through  completion  of  the  project  in  the  year  2000. 

VII.   FY  1995  Funding  Request 

In  federal  FY  1995  we  expect  to  obligate  a  total  of  $150.0  million  for  project 
construction  and  procurement.   We  are  requesting  that  the  federal  government 
appropriate  for  FY  1995  $50  million  or  one-third  of  the  cost  of  the  FY  1995  program. 
The  descriptions,  obligation  dates,  and  dollar  values  of  the  proposed  1995  program 
elements  are  as  follows: 


Amount 
$  37.9  m. 


Date  Description 

2/95  YARD  AND  SHOP:   Upon  completion  of 

the  purchase  and  clearing  of  the  yard  site  in 
1994,  contracts  for  the  construction  of  the 
yard  and  shop  and  yard  lead  tracks  will  be 
immediately  entered  into  to  keep  the 
project  on  schedule. 


$  11.4  m. 


3/95  UTILITY  RELOCATION:   This  element 

includes  various  contracts  to  complete  the 
advance  utility  relocation  begun  in  1994. 


$44.7  m. 


5/95  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT  AND 

ENGINEERING:    Work  items  include 
engineering  support  during  construction, 
continued  management  of  construction  and 
procurement,  and  on-going  management  and 
administration  of  the  project. 


$  16.9  m. 


5/95  RIGHT-OF-WAY  ACOUISITION:  This 

includes  the  purchase  of  all  property  along 
the  alignments.  These  acquisitions  will 
allow  construction  of  the  various  line 
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segments  to  begin  on  schedule  in  1995  and 
1996. 

$  29.7  m.  5/95  CANAL/CLINTON  SEGMENT:  This 

segment  is  part  of  the  first  route  (Madison- 
Norih)  scheduled  to  open  in  1998.   Because 
of  the  structural  work  along  this  segment, 
construction  of  the  line  begins  with  this 
contract  section. 

$   6.1  m.  6/95  TRACTION  POWER  EQUIPMENT:   This 

is  the  manufacture,  testing,  and  delivery  of 
electrical  substation  equipment. 

$  SJm.  8/95  RAIL  PROCUREMENT:  This  element 

includes  the  procurement  of  all  standard  or 
non-special  rail,  which  has  shorter 
manufacture  times  than  the  special  rail 
procured  in  1994. 


Program  Total:         $150.0  m. 

Federal:  50.0  m. 

Local:  100.0  m. 

Please  take  note  that  for  both  the  FY  1994  and  1995  programs  only  one-third  of  the 
cost  is  provided  by  federal  funding,  demonstrating  the  project's  commitment  that  local 
sources  (State  and  City)  fund  two-thirds  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 


VIII.  Conclusion 

We  understand  that  our  funding  request  of  $50  million  is  a  substantially  large  amount 
vis-a-vis  the  Administration's  total  budget  request  of  $400  million  for  the  entire 
Section  3  New  Start  program.   It,  however,  does  not  exceed  the  one-third  federal 
share  principle  established  for  the  project.  We  have  shown  good  evidence  that  we 
are  meeting  our  schedule  and  all  prior  federal  appropriations  will  be  committed  to 
the  project  this  year.   We  are  confident  our  planned  contract  program  can  happen  in 
1995.   the  results  of  preliminary  engineering  and  the  FEIS  indicate  that  the 
Circulator  is  a  very  cost  effective  project  and  thus,  merits  your  support  for  its 
continuation  into  final  design  and  construction. 

This  completes  our  written  testimony.   Please  let  us  know  if  you  are  in  need  of 
additional  information. 
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Mr.  DURBIN.  There  are  several  groups  waiting,  so  I  do  not  want 
to  take  more  time,  but  I  do  want  to  give  you  an  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress some  of  the  points  raised  by  the  other  group. 

First,  let  me  say  this  is  an  extraordinary  project  before  this  sub- 
committee because  we  are  being  asked  at  the  federal  level  to 
produce  one-third  of  the  cost  of  many  projects  that  ask  for  a  lot 
more.  The  fact  this  has  the  support  of  State  and  local  government 
but  also  the  business  community  has  been,  I  think,  one  of  the 
strongest  arguments  for  the  development  of  this  project,  and  I 
think  may  rebut  some  of  the  suggestions  that  this  does  not  hold  the 
prospect  of  future  business  growth. 

Obviously,  business  leaders  today  in  Chicago  believe  it  will.  But 
if  you  could  address  the  interface  with  CTA  and  some  of  the  other 
issues  that  were  raised  earlier,  very  briefly,  Mr.  Schlickman,  for 
the  record,  I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Schlickman.  With  respect  to  the  CTA  and  the  interface, 
CTA  has  been  an  integral  part  of  our  planning  for  this  project  and 
the  design  of  the  project.  In  fact,  Harry  Hirsch  is  with  me  from  the 
CTA  and  he  has  been  involved  in  the  project  in  that  regard  and 
worked  very  closely  with  us  on  that  interface  plan. 

This  is  a  project  that  is  intended  to  compliment  the  CTA.  We  are 
there  to  extend  the  benefits  of  their  rail  system.  In  large  part  that 
is  focused  on  the  loop.  Those  are  terminals  that  have  not  been  able 
to  move  and  adjust  with  the  growth  of  the  downtown,  and  we  have 
a  bus  system  that  is  not  effectively  making  that  connection  for  that 
important  feeder  approach. 

The  CTA  has  a  new  strategy  by  which  they  want  to  emphasize 
rail  travel  and  they  feel  the  circulator  is  key  to  that,  and  I  would 
ask  Harry  to  make  a  comment. 

Mr.  Hirsch.  We  feel  the  circulator  would  compliment  our  system 
and  extend  coverage  in  the  downtown  area  even  as  we  pull  back 
some  of  the  bus  routes.  There  will  be  some  bus  routes,  shuttles, 
which  would  be  directly  replaced  by  the  circulator,  since  it  would 
be  taking  their  function.  There  is  also  the  possibility  of  establishing 
a  free  transfer  location. 

I  emphasized  this  in  our  meetings;  that  it  would  be  a  free  trans- 
fer between  the  circulator  and  at  the  CTA,  at  the  north  and  south, 
and  perhaps  even  the  west. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  That  was  a  point  raised  earlier  about  the  30-cent 
charge  for  CTA  patrons. 

Mr.  Hirsch.  Currently,  it  is  a  30-cent  charge  within  the  system, 
but  in  our  dealings  with  the  circulator  we  have  come  to  agree  that 
would  be  a  free  transfer. 

Mr.  Schlickman.  If  I  could  clarify.  That  would  be  a  free  transfer 
for  any  route  currently  coming  into  downtown  that  would  be  cut 
short  of  the  downtown,  so  that  people  can  have  an  easy  and  con- 
venient transfer  from  the  circulator. 

There  is  only  a  few  routes  we  expect  that  that  may  happen  to. 
For  the  vast  majority  of  routes  that  come  into  the  downtown  they 
will  continue  into  the  downtown  as  they  are  now.  The  major  reduc- 
tion in  bus  service  we  are  talking  about  are  the  circulator  buses, 
those  that  originate  and  end  in  the  downtown. 

If  I  could  address  the  point  regarding  growth  in  employment, 
that,  too,  is  a  very  important  point.  The  employment  growth  for  the 
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central  area  is  key  to  our  projections  of  ridership.  We  have  looked 
at  that  very  closely.  We  have  talked  to  a  lot  of  people  locally. 

We  have  to  adhere  to  the  Northeastern  Illinois  Planning  Com- 
mission numbers  in  that  regard.  They  are  the  regional  planning 
agency.  We  took  their  numbers  and  went  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  and  the  University  of  Illinois  and  discussed  it  with  them. 

By  their  own  modeling,  they  felt  that  NHTSA's  projections  for 
the  downtown  were  very  conservative. 

They  had  actually  had  projections  that  were  more  optimistic.  We 
are  sticking  with  the  more  conservative  numbers  for  purposes  of 
our  modeling.  We  also  have  some  recent  statistics,  I  think  one  of 
the  previous  witnesses  brought  up,  and  we  took  those  statistics  to 
the  Chicago  land  Chamber  of  Commerce,  talked  to  their  local  econ- 
omist on  that,  and  when  you  do  the  projections,  it  shows  a  reversal 
on  the  trend  of  the  downturn  that  we  have  had  in  the  last  two 
years,  and  the  Chicagoland  Chamber  is  actually  predicting  a  2  per- 
cent growth  over  the  next  two  years  in  employment  in  downtown. 

So  there  has  been  some  depression  psychologically  about  the  con- 
dition in  the  downtown.  That  is  natural.  A  lot  of  people  put  a  lot 
of  money  in  downtown  and  they  have  a  lot  of  space  to  rent.  But 
I  think  there  is  a  turnaround  and  people  are  starting  to  acknowl- 
edge that. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Is  there  anyone  else  on  the  panel  who  has  a  comment  to  make? 
I  want  to  give  everybody  their  opportunity. 

Mr.  SCHLICKMAN.  I  want  to  have  Barbara  Lynne,  the  residential 
support  for  the  project,  say  something  because  she  does  represent 
a  large  group  of  residential  constituents. 

Ms.  Lynne.  I  represent  the  area  to  the  immediate  south  of  the 
loop  that  goes  from  the  financial  district,  really,  down  through  the 
residential  area  to  McCormick  Place,  all  the  way  south  as  far  as 
IIT.  So  we  represent  a  large  number  of  residents  as  well  as  busi- 
nesses and  institutions.  Residents,  probably  30,000  to  35,000. 

We  did  a  rather  unscientific  but  written  survey  of  a  number  of 
those  residents  who  were  wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  the  circulator 
project  and  wished  it  were  in  existence  right  now.  We  have  also 
worked  since  1988  and  the  early  planning  stages  of  the  circulator, 
we  have  been  involved  with  Metropolitan  Planning  Council  and  the 
early  studies  they  did,  and  after  the  circulator  project  started  we 
were  involved  with  the  task  force,  working  with  Steve  and  the  rest 
of  his  committee. 

So  we  have  been  involved  for  a  long  time  and  have  represented 
the  community  at  those  meetings. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  The  eyes  of  Texas  are  upon  us,  and  I  think  we 
ought  to  move  on,  but  I  appreciate  your  coming. 

Mr.  Carr,  do  you  have  any  comments  or  questions  for  the  panel? 

Mr.  Carr.  No.  The  project  is  well-known  to  us  and  we  reviewed 
it  and  will  continue  to  review  it  with  you  and  Mr.  Durbin. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  SCHLICKMAN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[Supplemental  statement  of  Stephen  Schlickman  and  additional 
statements  on  the  Chicago  Area  Circulator  Project  follow:! 
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I  have  reviewed  the  testimony  given  to  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  by  three 
Chicago  Civic  Groups:  Streeterville  Organization  of  Active  Residents  (SOAR),  Neighborhood  Capital 
Budget  Group,  and  Metro  Seniors  in  Action.  Having  discovered  a  variety  of  inaccuracies  in  their 
submitted  testimony,  we  are  providing  the  committee  with  additional  clarifying  information.  Following 
are  comments  on  the  testimony  for  which  I  have  received  written  copies. 

I.  Streeterville  Organization  of  Active  Residents  (SOAR) 

A.  'I  am  here  to  tell  you  u^  the  majority  of  the  residents  of  the  area  to  be  served  by  this 
proposed  streetcar  are  opposed  to  it. " 

The  Central  Area  Circulator  Project  (hereinafter  the  "Circulator")  must  take  issue  with  this 
assertion.  SOAR,  an  organization  of  200  members  in  the  Streeterville  area  is  one  of  many 
organizations  representing  the  more  than  85,000  residents  of  the  Central  Area.  Although  there 
is  no  way  to  accurately  gauge  "resident  support",  we  do  have  the  endorsement  of  every  other 
major  residential,  civic  and  business  organization  in  the  area,  and  have  received  substantial 
support  among  the  residents  that  SOAR  purports  to  represent. 

SOAR  has  been  involved  with  the  Circulator  for  many  years,  and  ironically,  it  was  that 
organization's  insistence  that  the  alignment  move  from  the  east  to  the  west  of  Michigan  Avenue 
which  first  led  us  to  explore  that  option,  which,  as  you  may  know  we  ultimately  adopted. 

B.  "The  Federal  Transit  Administration 's  Report  on  funding  levels  and  allocation  of  funds, 
dated  May,  1993  states:" 

1 .  'The  project  would  have  little  overall  effect  on  transit  travel  times. . . " 

Travel  time  savings  has  never  been  a  primary  goal  of  the  Circulator.  Rather,  the  goals  have 
been,  and  remain,  to  meet  central  area  transportation  needs  and  strengthens  links  with 
neighborhood  and  regional  transportation  lines;  reduce  fossil  fuel  vehicle  usage  in  the  area;  and 
provide  an  impetus  to  preserve  and  engender  economic  development  opportunities. 

With  that  said  however,  the  characteristics  that  caused  us  to  choose  the  LRT  as  the  locally 
preferred  alternative  -  greater  capacity,  ease  of  boarding,  dedicated  right-of-ways  -  does  yield  the 
reliability  and  efficiency  necessary  to  reduce  travel  times.  Despite  the  average  trip  being  only  1 .2 
miles  in  duration,  the  Circulator  will  reduce  transit  travel  times  by  0-3  minutes  during  the  AM 
peak  hour  and  0-7  minutes  during  the  mid-day  trips  -  a  significant  amount  given  the  overall 
length  of  the  trip. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  FTA  prescribed  model  for  computing  travel  time  cannot  fiillycorrelate 
the  LRT  reliability  advantages  of  exclusive  lanes,  priority  signalization,  low  floor  vehicles,  bettCT 
traffic  management  with  the  bus  system's  disadvantages  of  operating  in  congested  traffic,  more 
bus  units  of  transit,  and  lack  of  sophisticated  traffic  management  strategies  applicable  to  the 
downtown  setting.  Because  the  bus  system  and  options  for  improving  it  are  inherently  less 
reliable  than  the  LRT  system,  actual  travel  time  savings  of  the  LRT  should  be  significantly 
greater  than  reported  in  the  FEIS. 
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2.  "The  potential  for  traffic  and  pedestrian  cor^icts  with  this  type  of  system, 
particularly  at  intersections,  presents  operating  difficulties  that  could  compromise 
its  safety,  speed,  reliability  and  cost-effectiveness. ' 

This  statement  was  written  in  tiie  1993  3(j)  Report.  Since  that  time,  Ae  FTA  and  the  Circulator 
convened  a  Peer  Group  to  review  the  Circulator's  design  and  operations.  As  noted  in  this  year's 
3(j)  report,  the  Peer  Group  has  identified  remedies  for  the  problems  cited  in  1993,  which  they 
say  will  satisfy  FTA's  concerns.  These  recommendations  are  being  incorporated  into  the 
Circulator  design  to  ensure  a  safe,  reliable,  and  cost-effective  system. 

3.  "Ihe  nuyority  of  riders  would  either  be  existing  transit  users  or  people  mVio 
formerly  walked  although  some  would  be  former  auto  and  tad  users. ' 

Total  new  transit  trips,  on  a  daily  basis,  will  be  26,100  or  25  percent  of  the  total  boardings.  Of 
the  26,100  new  transit  trips,  9,300  are  trips  made  by  individuals  who  would  be  diverted  from 
using  an  automobile  or  taxi  and  16,800  of  the  new  transit  trips  would  be  trips  that  are  not 
currently  made. 

4.  'Because  few  of  the  new  riders  attracted  to  the  project  are  from  automobiles, 
there  will  be  negligible  improvements  in  regional  air  quality  resulting  from  the 
project. ' 

In  fact  our  FEIS  projections  demonstrate  that  we  will  remove  8,000  automobiles  (or  the 
equivalent  of  two  lanes  of  expressway  traffic)  easing  travel  both  downtown,  and  equally 
important,  on  the  network  of  expressways  diat  feed  into  the  Central  Business  District.  Regional 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  are  reduced  by  509  tons  for  the  LRT  alternative,  compared  to  67.9 
tons  for  the  bus  (TSM)  alternative. 

C.  "Ihe  proposed  streetcar  is  expected  to  take  ridershipfrom  Chicago 's  current  debt-ridden 
bus  system,  and....' 

All  projections  indicate  that  the  Circulator  will  actually  increase  CTA  ridership  by  attracting  new 
people  to  public  transportation  through  the  greater  reach  of  the  extended  system.  Nor  is  the  CTA 
bus  system  debt-ridden.  They  are  opo'ating  under  a  balanced  budget  for  1994. 

D.  "The  State  of  Illinois  has  not  approved  its  one-third  share  of  the  capital  costs  of  this 
project. ' 

The  State  of  Ulinois  continues  to  abide  by  its  agreement  with  the  City  to  fund  one-third  of  the 
Circulator's  capital  cost.  In  1989,  the  State  agreed,  through  then  Governor  Jim  Thompson  in  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU),  to  provide  $20  million  for  the  design  of  the  Circulator. 
The  MOU  also  stated  a  commitment  to  fund  1/3  of  the  total  capital  cost.  We  are  now  seeking 
the  current  governor's  reaffirmation  of  the  state's  conunitment  to  fund  one-third  of  the  cost  of 
construction  for  purposes  of  the  federal  full  funding  grant  agreement  to  be  executed  later  this 
year. 

To  date,  $18  million  has  been  appropriated  by  the  State  for  the  Project.  Recently,  Governor 
Edgar  requested  the  Dlinois  General  Assembly  to  appropriate  an  additional  $2  million.  The  State 
is  conducting  on  technical  analysis  of  our  preliminary  engineering,  plans  and  designs.  Subsequent 
to  that  we  expect  the  State's  commitment  by  July. 
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E.  "Portland  and  San  Diego,  cited  by  the  planner,  are  not  comparable  to  Chicago  and  do 
not  offer  appropriate  justification  for  the  Project.  " 

The  Circulator  has  never  claimed  Portland  and  San  Diego  are  comparable  specifically  to  Chicago. 
There  are  aspects  of  those  systems  and  many  other  LRT  systems  in  the  United  States  and  Europe 
that  lend  support  to  various  elements  of  the  Circulator  project.  Suffice  to  say,  the  Circulator  has 
assembled  a  team  of  designers  who  have  expertise  on  most  of  the  United  States  light  rail  transit 
operations  and  many  European  systems.  The  Circulator  is  designing  a  system,  as  endorsed  by 
the  FTA  Peer  Group,  that  will  successfully  operate  in  Chicago's  dense  urban  environment. 

F.  'This  project  does  not  enjoy  the  support  of  informed  citizens. " 

The  Circulator  has  received  endorsement  letters  over  170  different  civic  and  business 
associations,  institutions,  representatives  of  this  convention/tourism  business  sectors  and 
individual  properties  and  businesses,  all  of  which  have  received  detailed  information  on  the 
project.  These  organizations  which  represent  more  than  100,000  people  include  regional  planning 
organizations  such  as  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Council,  business  leadership  groups  such  as  the 
Civic  Committee  of  the  Commercial  Club,  the  Central  Area  Committee,  the  North  River 
Commission,  The  Greater  North  Michigan,  Mid  Michigan  and  the  Greater  State  Street  Council, 
the  Chicago  Development  Council  and  residential  groups  such  as  the  Bumham  Park  Neighbors. 

Further  the  project  regularly  sends  out  a  newsletter  to  5,000  people  and  has  had  a  public 
information  campaign  that  has  distributed  more  than  50,000  pieces  of  literature  on  the  project 
to  individuals.  To  date,  the  only  four  organizations  that  have  come  out  in  opposition  are  those 
from  whom  you  received  testimony. 

n.         Neighborhood  Capital  Budget  Group 

A.  "The  Gty  of  Chicago  has  proposed  spending  nearly  $1  billion  vital  transit  dollars  on 
costly,  unproven  light  rail  transit  system  to  meet  future  circulation  needs  in  downtown 
Chicago. " 

The  Circulator  total  capital  cost  budget  is  $775  million.  Light  Rail  is  a  proven  system,  used 
extensively  in  Europe  and  the  United  States.  The  Circulator  has  incorporated  the  best  features 
of  LRT  from  both  continents  to  ensure  a  system  that  works  well  in  a  densely  packed  American 
urban  environment. 

B.  'The  Gty  of  Chicago  bases  the  Grculator  on  the  premises  that,  by  the  Year  2010,  the 
downtown  area  will  grow  in  employment  by  22  percent,  that  office  space  demand  will 
grow  with  employment,  and  that  the  expanding  size  of  downtown  will  require  transit  links 
with  the  near  West,  North  and  South  Loops. ' 

The  need  for  a  Central  Area  Circulator  system  has  been  discussed  since  the  1970's  and  concrete 
planning  and  discussions  about  the  need  for  a  Circulator  began  in  earnest  in  the  mid-1980's  prior 
to  the  explosive  office  growth  in  Chicago's  central  area.  A  need  exists  now  for  the  Circulator 
and  is  not  dq)endent  on  future  employment  and  office  growth. 
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However,  we  do  expect  growth.  Aldiougfa  independent  projections  of  employment  growth  in  the 
area  (done  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  the  University  of  Illinois)  project  a  growth  rate  of 
between  1 .5  and  2  percent  annually,  for  the  purpose  of  the  FEIS,  we  have  incorporated  the  more 
conservative  data  of  NIPC  yiAiicb  projects  a  1  %  growdi  rate  in  employment. 

Further  even  since  our  original  estimates  and  NIPC  projects  rapid  development  of  housing  and 
commercial  space  is  occurring  to  the  west,  south  and  east  of  the  loop  -  Aat  further  demonstrates 
the  need  for  transit  connection. 

C.  'The  evidence  of  the  latest  decade  indicates  faster  growth  in  the  suburbs  while  the 
Centred  Business  Distria  experienced  a  4.5  percent  decline  in  jobs  from  1991  to  1993. " 

This  statement  refers  to  recent  employment  statistics  published  by  the  State  of  Illinois.  John 
Skorburg,  Chief  Economist  of  the  Chicagoland  Chamber  of  Commerce,  reported  in  a  February 
IS,  1994  Chicago  Tribune  article  that  there  was  a  1.4%  increase  in  the  metropolitan  area 
employment  after  two  conservative  years  of  decrease. 

When  recently  questioned  by  the  Sun  Times,  Mr.  Skorburg  said  he  felt  the  employment  growth 
recorded  in  1993  was  only  the  beginning  and  he  is  predicting  a  2%  employment  increase  in  1994 
and  199S  for  Chicago's  central  area. 

Finally,  we  are  interested  in  also  effecting  Chicago's  economic  future,  not  simply  watching  it 
unfold.  The  City  of  Chicago  and  over  170  business  and  civic  supporters  believe  the  Circulator 
will  position  die  City  of  Chicago  for  the  21st  Century  by  providing  the  infrastructure  necessary 
to  maintain  a  healthy  and  diverse  coitral  area  economy. 

D.  'We  are  unconvinced  that  new  development  in  the  fringe  areas  of  the  Central  Business 
District  will  not  dump  even  more  office  space  on  the  market,  which  currently  has  over 
20%  vacancy  rate  that  resulted  from  over-building  in  the  1980's. " 

Projections  for  the  fiili  occupancy  of  Ae  Central  Area  office  market  ranges  fix>m  the  year  2002 
to  2009.  (The  range  of  dates  for  fiill  occupancy  are  based  on  employment  projections  from  the 
Federal  Reserve/University  of  Elinois  and  Ae  Northeastern  Illinois  Planning  Commission.)  The 
Circulator  is  expected  to  be  fiilly  operational  in  the  year  2000  and  positioned  to  assist  the 
Dq)artment  of  Planning  and  Development's  goal  of  compact  development  in  the  Central  Area. 
Rail  investments  are  a  proven  effective  tool  in  directive  and  focusing  development.  The 
Circulator  is  expected  to  be  such  a  tool. 

New  development  will  occur  in  Chicago's  Central  Area.  The  only  question  is  whether  that  new 
development  will  be  served  by  the  City's  transportation  lines  and  directed  to  areas  that  the  City's 
planners  have  targeted  as  new  growdi  corridors.  The  City  of  Chicago  looks  forward  to  Ae 
absorption  of  the  surplus  office  space  and  has  the  vision  to  pr^are  for  concentrating  new 
development  in  areas  that  will  provide  die  most  cost-effective  use  of  die  City's  transit  system  and 
public  infrastructure. 

E.  'The  State  faces  a  growing  need  for  transit  in  downstate  Illinois  and  in  the  Northeastern 
Illinois  region  as  it  struggles  to  attain  clean  air  goals.  It  would  be  urifortunate  for  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  Gty  to  comnut  us  when  the  State  commitment  is  uncertain. ' 


939 

The  City  has  always  coordinated  its  transit  needs  with  the  suburbs  and  the  state  as  a  whole.  Over 
the  past  thirty  years  a  disproportionate  share  of  both  federal  and  state  dollars  have  been  allocated 
to  road  building  in  the  ever  sprawling  suburbs.  In  concert  with  the  goals  of  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
we  view  the  Circulator  as  important  to  redressing  the  imbalance  and  to  aiding  the  region  in 
attaining  compliance  by  investing  in  public  transit  project  that  will  complete  the  regional  intra- 
urban rail  system  and  help  focus  development  where  it  can  be  more  efficiently  served  by  transit. 

F.  "We  are  unconvinced  that  construction  of  the  Grculator  will  come  in  under  budget  and 
that  operation  will  be  adequately  covered  byfarebox  recovery  and  parking  taxes. " 

We  have  used  very  conservative  figures  to  calculate  our  farebox  recovery,  in  fact  we  have  used, 
what  can  be  term^  a  worse  case  scenario,  with  recovery  at  only  50%  despite  the  indications  of 
higher  real  recovery  due  as  indicated  by  our  ridership  projections.  The  projected  deficit  of  $6.3 
million  is  manageably  covered  by  three  existing  sources  of  City  of  Chicago  revenue  which  are 
based  on  automobile  use  in  the  central  area.  These  three  sources  include  parking  fmes,  parking 
meters  and  the  conunercial  parking  tax.  The  City  of  Chicago  budget  director  has  assured  the 
Circulator  that  a  surcharge  on  these  three  revenue  streams  will  adequately  fund  the  anticipated 
deficits,  which  amounts  to  less  than  one-tenth  of  one  percent  of  the  City's  current  annual  budget. 

With  respect  to  construaion,  our  capital  budget  is  structured  with  more  than  $10  million  in 
design  and  construction  contingency  to  cover  unanticipated  cost  increases.  The  City  of  Chicago 
used  this  approach  on  the  recently  opened  CTA  Orange  Line,  a  $490  million  project,  that  was 
within  budget  and  on  schedule.  The  same  project  managers  involved  in  that  project  are  managing 
the  cost  budget  of  this  project. 

G.  "The  City  has  not  fully  disclosed  how  it  arrived  at  its  ridership  figures  to  support  the 
optimistic  figures. " 

The  Circulator  ridership  methodology  report  has  been  made  available  to  the  public  and  an 
explanation  of  the  ridership  model,  the  multitude  of  markets  (workers,  residents,  tourists, 
conventioneers)  that  make  up  the  total  ridership  and  the  inputs  to  the  model  were  thoroughly 
reviewed  in  a  February  1994  community  meeting. 

H.         "No  non-CBD  alternative  was  studied  to  compare  the  costs  and  benefits  of  other  transit 
needs  in  the  City  of  Chicago. " 

The  metropolitan  planning  organization  for  the  Chicago  region  advocated  for  the  Central  Area 
Circulator  system  as  well  as  improvements  and  extensions  to  transit  systems  outside  the  central 
area.  The  Southwest  Transit  line  and  the  O'Hare  Airport  extension  are  two  projects  which  have 
been  built  outside  the  central  business  district  prior  to  the  final  approvals  for  the  Central  Area 
Circulator. 

I.  "The  evidence  for  an  annual  increase  in  CBD  retail  sales  of  $64  million  is  based  on  a 

questionable  survey  of  downtown  office  workers  who  said  they  would  shop  more  in 
dowrttown  if  the  Grculator  were  built. " 

The  Circulator  projections  for  an  annual  increase  of  $64  million  in  retail  sales  is  based  on  not 
only  the  downtown  office  worker  market  but  increased  sales  from  tourists,  conventioneers  and 
residents. 
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The  retail  sales  increases  attributed  to  the  downtown  office  worker  market  ($22  million)  is  based 
on  a  professional  survey  of  9SS  office  workers.  The  survey  results  showed  the  average  office 
worker  will  spend  $184  more  per  year  due  to  the  Circulator's  increasing  their  ability  to  access 
shopping  opportunities. 

The  survey  did  not  cover  all  downtown  workers.  Government  employees,  retail  workers,  and 
other  employees  constitute  about  one-third  of  the  downtown  workforce.  It  can  be  assumed  that 
some  of  these  workers  will  also  use  the  Circulator  to  shop  more  frequently  than  they  do  now. 
In  addition,  there  are  approximately  41,000  persons  living  within  areas  served  by  the  Circulator 
who  will  be  able  to  use  it  to  reach  downtown  retail  areas  more  conveniently.  Finally,  the 
Circulator  will  enable  the  approximately  15  million  convention  and  pleasure  visitors  to  go  more 
easily  from  one  downtown  shopping  district  to  another  (e.g.,  from  State  Street  to  North  Michigan 
Avenue  (and  it  will  make  it  easier  for  suburban  shoppers  to  reach  shopping  areas  from  the 
commuter  train  stations.  All  of  these  groups  will  contribute  to  the  increase  in  retail  sales  in 
downtown  stores  as  well.  It  is  estimated  that  these  shoppers  will  spend  an  additional  $42  million 
in  Central  Area  stores;  or  the  equivalent  of  about  2.6  percent  increase  in  current  retail  sales  of 
$1 .6  billion.  This  does  not  include  retail  sales  from  increased  convention  business  that  will  result 
from  the  expansion  of  Chicago's  convention  fecilities. 

Combining,  the  $22.0  million  attribute  to  office  workers  plus  $42  million  from  these  other 
groups,  we  can  expect  an  increase  of  $64  million.  This  is  an  annual  increase  in  sales  in  addition 
to  other  increases  that  may  result  from  inflation,  growth  in  size  of  the  downtown  workforce,  or 
other  factors.  The  $64  million  r^resents  a  4  percent  increase  in  existing  sales  which  is  very 
conservative  compared  to  increases  experienced  on  other  LRT  cities.  Interviews  with  retailers 
in  other  LRT  cities  indicate  overall  sales  increases  of  3  percent  to  8  percent. 

in.        Metro  Seniors  in  Action 

A.  "...the  Grculator  projea  plans  to  eliminate  buses  lines  that  come  from  the  neighborhoods 
into  the  loop. ' 

First,  the  Chicago  Transit  Authority  (CTA)  not  the  Circulator,  a  City  of  Chicago  project,  controls 
the  destiny  of  any  bus  lines.  We  believe,  however,  based  on  our  discussions  with  CTA  that  they 
will  make  adjustments  in  response  to  the  Circulator  system  when  it  opens.  In  this  regard,  the 
Circulator  will  not  cause  the  elimination  of  any  bus  lines  that  come  from  the  neighborhoods  into 
the  loop.  Currently,  the  Central  Area  is  served  by  a  total  of  45  bus  routes,  including  eight 
shuttles  routes.  We  expect  the  CTA  to  eventually  phase  out  nine  routes  due  to  opening  of  the 
new  Midway  (Orange)  rapid  transit  line.  Only  six  downtown  shuttle  bus  routes  that  duplicate 
Circulator  service  are  planned  to  be  eliminated  due  to  this  Circulator  plan.  Some  bus  lines  will 
have  minor  routing  changes,  and  a  very  few  will  be  truncated,  but  absolutely  none  will  be 
eliminated  due  to  the  Circulator  plan.  Where  a  bus  route  is  tnmcated  in  conneaion  with 
Circulator  service,  the  Circulator  will  provide  a  free  transfer  at  the  point  of  the  terminus. 

B.  'Along  with  the  inconvenience  of  transferring,  the  Grculator  will  impose  an  additional 
charge  of  30  cents  for  each  tranter. ' 

The  transfer  fare  the  Circulator  will  charge  is  no  different  from  the  charge  CTA  imposes  now. 
Currently  riders  using  a  bus  line  to  travel  from  a  neighborhood  to  the  Central  Area  and  transfer 
to  a  shuttle  bus  to  reach  their  final  destination  within  the  Central  Area  must  pay  a  30  cents 
transfer  fare.  Therefore,  the  "inconvenience  of  transferring"  is  present  with  or  without  a 
Circulator. 
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C.  'We  feel  this  clearly  demonstrates  that  the  Grculator  was  not  planned  with  the  interests 
ofOiicago  residents  in  mind,  but  is  being  built  for  tourists  and  conventioneers. " 

Although  tourists  and  conventioneers  will  benefit  from  the  Circulator's  convenient  and  reliable 
conneaion  to  major  attractions  and  tourist  destinations  in  the  Central  Area,  ridership  projections 
solidly  prove  that  Chicago  residents,  primarily  those  who  are  going  to  and  from  work,  will  be 
the  main  recipients  of  the  Circulator's  benefits.  In  fact,  less  than  ten  percent  of  the  Circulator's 
daily  riders  are  expected  to  be  visitors  and  tourists.  The  large  majority  of  the  riders  will  be 
Chicago  residents  either  transferring  from  CTA  lines  to  get  to  work  within  the  Central  Area  or 
making  midday  trips  from  their  downtown  work  locations. 

D.  "We  also  have  come  to  make  you  aware  of  the  lack  of  community  input  in  the  planning 
of  the  Grculator. ' 

Community  input  has  been  a  cornerstone  for  the  planning  of  the  Circulator  project.  Roughly 
every  four  to  six  weeks  the  Circulator  project  holds  Community  Task  Force  meetings  at  which 
the  latest  design  issues  are  presented  and  feedback  is  received.  Circulator  Board  members  attend 
these  meetings  and  consider  community  response  to  design  plans  at  public  board  meetings.  Over 
250  people  representing  residents  and  business  and  civic  organizations  throughout  the  city  of 
Chicago  receive  meeting  notices  for  these  community  meetings  and  for  Circulator  Board 
meetings.  Our  sign-in  sheets  indicate  that  several  members  of  Metro  Seniors  in  Action  are 
regularly  present  at  these  meetings.  Last  year  the  Circulator  Project's  executive  director  met  with 
the  membership  of  Metro  Seniors  in  Action  for  over  two  hours,  and  has  repeatedly  offered  to 
meet  with  them  again.  However,  the  leadership  of  Metro  Seniors  has  consistently  refused  these 
offers.  These  meetings  are  in  addition  to  the  many  individual  meetings  Circulator  staff  members 
have  each  week  with  various  business,  residential  and  civic  organizations  throughout  Chicago. 


E.  "We  have  personally  delivered  over  3,000  postcards  from  Oiicagoans  opposed  to  the 

Circulator  to  Mayor  Daley. " 

Two  Metro  Seniors  administrators  informed  us  that  they  produced  and  distributed  only  2,000 
postcards.  Although  they  may  have  actually  produced  3,000,  less  than  1,000  were  ever  delivered 
or  mailed  to  Mayor  Daley.  The  Circulator  project  is  responding  to  each  postcard  to  address  the 
concerns  listed. 
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STATEMENT  ON  THE 

CHICAGO  CENTRAL  AREA  CIRCULATOR  PROJECT 

TO  THE  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

BY  DEBORAH  STONE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

METROPOLITAN  PLANNING  COUNCIL  OF  CHICAGO 

TUESDAY,  APRIL  26,  1994 

The  Metropolitan  Planning  Council  supports  the  Chicago 
Central  Area  Circulator  Project. 

THIS  PROJECT  RESULTS  FROM  A  LONG,  PARTICIPATORY  PROCESS 

The  current  City  of  Chicago  effort  developed  out  of  an 
extensive  study  conducted  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning 
Council  between  1987-1990  of  options  for  central  area 
transit.  The  Council  is  a  60  year  old  private,  non- 
partisan, open  membership,  not  for  profit  civic 
organization.  It  is  composed  of  business  and 
professional  leaders  and  planning  experts  working  in  the 
public  interest  on  issues  of  housing,  transportation, 
public  health,  and  urban  and  regional  development,  in  the 
6-county  Chicago  metropolitan  area. 

MPC's  recommendations  established  the  general  corridors 
in  the  City's  proposal  and  also  urged  serious  study  of 
light  rail  because  of  its  capacity,  reliability,  longer 
life,  reduction  in  the  number  of  buses  on  crowded 
downtown  streets,  and  positive  development  impact. 

These  recommendations  resulted  from  a  broad  public  and 
private  planning  process  carried  out  through  a  120-member 
Advisory  Committee  and  Steering  Comanittee.  The  work  was 
funded  both  by  the  public  Regional  Transportation 
Authority  and  by  private  business.  The  outreach  included 
over  100  meetings  for  discussion  and  feedback  with  civic, 
community  and  business  groups,  and  the  results  were 
widely  endorsed  by  a  long  list  of  organizations. 

THE  CIRCULATOR  IS  NEEDED 

It  provides  a  key  link  in  one  of  the  nation ^s  strongest 
transit  systems. 

While  the  Chicago  area  is  rich  in  transit  services,  it 
has  never  linked  the  key  pieces  of  rapid  rail  and 
commuter  rail  that  come  together  in  the  central  area. 
The  Circulator  is  a  relatively  small  investment  that  will 
greatly  enhance  the  existing  investment  of  some  $17 
billion  in  existing  regional  transit  infrastructure  and 
make  the  rest  of  the  system  more  interlinked,  convenient 
and  accessible.  The  Circulator  is  key  to  Chicago 
transit's  central  area  market,  the  most  important  transit 
market  in  our  region. 
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It  will  serve  key  destinations. 

Over  the  last  25  years  there  has  been  approximately  $10  billion  of 
private  investment  in  the  central  area,  much  of  it  (such  as  the 
Illinois  Center  development  on  the  edge  of  downtown)  based  on 
promises  of  transit  investments  that  have  still  not  been  made. 
While  transit's  market  share  of  work  trips  to  the  central  "Loop"  is 
75%,  transit  market  share  falls  off  quickly  on  the  edges  of 
downtown  where  much  of  this  development  has  occurred.  These  areas 
are  too  far  to  walk  from  the  core  of  downtown.  Yet  they  are  too 
dense  to  effectively  leave  access  to  the  auto. 

It  is  important  to  sensible  metropolitan  development. 

This  investment  will  help  keep  the  core  of  the  city  with  its 
concentration  of  office,  retail,  residential  and  other  uses, 
workable  as  a  dense  city  environment.  Chicago  is  fortunate  to  have 
a  relatively  strong  downtown;  the  central  area  has  some  60%  of  the 
office  space  in  the  region.  The  Circulator  will  help  preserve  and 
build  on  this  major  asset. 

In  a  metropolitan  region  with  essentially  a  static  population  (the 
region's  population  grew  4%  in  the  last  two  decades)  but  with  about 
a  50%  increase  in  developed  land  in  that  same  time,  we  are  deeply 
concerned  about  sprawl ,  its  costs  in  infrastructure  and  impact  on 
the  environment.  The  circulator  is  a  particularly  key  piece  of  any 
effective  regional  strategy  to  preserve  a  workable  overall  urban 
environment. 

THE  CIRCULATOR  HAS  STRONG  PRIVATE  FINANCIAL  SUPPORT 

The  commitment  of  1/3  of  the  capital  funds  for  the  project  from  the 
private  sector,  through  a  special  service  area,  is  an  unusual 
measure,  and  shows  the  importance  of  the  project  to  the  central 
area  business  community. 


The  Metropolitan  Planning  Council  is  deeply  appreciative  of  this 
Committee's  past  support  for  the  Chicago  Central  Area  Circulator, 
and  of  this  opportunity  to  testify. 
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April  26,  1994 

Appearance  before  the  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee. 

I   am  Barbara  Lynne,  President  and  Executive  Director  of  Near  South  Planning 
Board,  a  not-for-profit  memtiership  organization  of  businesses,  property 
owners,  residents,  developers  and  institutions  in  the  downtown  area  of  Chicago, 
from  Jackson  to  35th  Street  and  from  the  South  Branch  of  the  Chicago  River  to 
Lake  Michigan. 

We  support  the  Chicago  Area  Circulator  because  it  is  good  for  our  area.  Our  area 
is  quite  diverse,  it  ranges  from  the  financial  district  in  the  Loop  on  the  north, 
through  the  residential  neight»orhoods  of  Printers  Row,  Dearborn  Park  and 
Central  Station,  to  the  Museum  Campus  and  SokJier  Field  on  the  east,  to  the 
Convention  Center  at  McCormick  Place  to  China  Town  on  the  west,  to  the  hospital 
complex,  the  GAP  residential  community,  and  Illinois  Institute  of  Technology  on 
the  south. 

The  Circulator  means  moving  people  to  and  from  all  these  various  locations.  It 
will  bring  suburbanites  from  the  train  stations  to  their  jobs  at  the  hospitals,  it 
will  take  residents  to  work  in  the  Loop  or  to  shop  on  North  Michigan  Avenue,  it 
will  take  conventioneers  from  their  hotels  to  McCormick  Place  and  Navy  Pier.   It 
will  mean  jobs  and  economic  development  as  properties  near  the  Circulator 
devekjp  when  there  is  clear  and  convenient  access  to  tiie  Loop. 

The  urban  design  component  will  also  benefit  our  comunity,  as  streets  are 
improved  and  beautified  as  part  of  this  project.   And,  personally,  it  will  mean  I 
only  walk  one  block  from  my  apartment  in  Printers  Row,  to  get  on  the  Circulator 
on  State  Street  to  go  to  my  office  in  the  Prairie  Avenue  Historic  District,  where 
it  will  stop  right  in  front  on  my  office!    I  wish  it  were  built  right  now. 

We  urge  your  support  for  this  project.  It  is  important  to  the  citizens  of  Chicago 
and  to  our  visitors. 

Thank  you. 


Chicago's  Renaissance  Communilies 
Jackson  Boulevard  to  35lti  Street  —  South  Branch  o(  Chicago  River  to  Lake  Michigan 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
WESTSIDE  LIGHT  RAIL  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  ELIZABETH  FURSE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 

HON.   RON   WYDEN,   A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  OREGON 

TOM  WALSH,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  TRI-COUNTY  METROPOLITAN  DIS- 
TRICT OF  OREGON  (TRI-MET) 

Mr.  Carr.  The  next  witness — and  I  want  to  especially  thank  our 
next  witness  for  her  patience — is  Congresswoman  Elizabeth  Furse, 
our  good  friend  and  colleague,  and  member  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee. 

I  also  want  to  note  our  colleague  Ron  Wyden  was  here  earlier 
and,  hopefully,  he  will  return.  He  alerted  us  to  the  fact  that  he  had 
a  meeting  and  that  due  to  a  schedule  conflict,  he  could  not  be  here 
right  now,  but  hopefully,  he  will  be  in  before  we  conclude. 

Welcome  to  the  Committee.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  make  an 
introduction,  and  we  will,  in  the  interest  of  time,  include  all  state- 
ments in  the  record  and  ask  you  to  summarize  your  request. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Wyden  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  RON  WYDEN 
TESTIMONY  BEFORE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

AprU  22,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit 
testimony  on  several  projects  important  to  the  State  of  Oregon  and  the  Third  Congressional 
District,  which  I  represent. 

WESTSIDE  LIGHT  RAIL 

First,  I  want  to  take  a  brief  moment  to  express  my  strong  support  for  the  $110  million 
needed  to  keep  the  construction  of  the  Westside  Light  Rail  Project  on  schedule.   The  Westside 
Project  is  a  key  component  of  Oregon's  transportation  plan.   It  is  essential  to  help  handle  traffic 
demand  caused  by  the  tremendous  growth  in  the  Portland  metropolitan  area  and  to  maintain  the 
region's  air  quality  improvements  mandated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

The  High  Speed  Rail  Program  is  also  essential  to  handle  growth  along  the  entire 
Northwest  1-5  corridor.   Oregon  and  Washington  have  committed  over  $50  million  in  State 
funds  to  the  Vancouver,  B.C.,  to  Eugene,  Oregon  high  speed  rail  corridor,  which  is  one  of  the 
five  federally-designated  "priority  corridors."  The  States  committed  these  funds  in  expectation 
of  federal  matching  ftinds,  and  to  date  there  has  been  no  such  match.     The  Energy  & 
Commerce  Committee  has  reported  out  an  authorizing  bill  and  plans  to  move  it  through  to  floor 
passage. 

In  the  meantime,  there  are  two  requests  needed  to  keep  the  program  moving.   First,  I 
am  requesting  $10  million  for  Oregon's  share  of  this  federal  priority  corridor.   These  funds 
will  be  used  for  incremental  improvement  projects  that  will  benefit  freight  rail,  as  well  as 
passenger  rail.   Specifically,  Oregon  will  make  rail  improvements  from  Portland  to  Vancouver, 
Washington;  improve  grade  crossings,  track,  bridges,  and  signals  in  the  Willamette  Valley;  and 
create  a  multimodal  facility  at  the  station  in  Albany. 

In  addition,  I  am  requesting  $420,000  for  Amtrak's  403(b)  program  to  maintain  the  rail 
service  between  Eugene  and  Portland,  which  is  necessary  to  attract  enough  riders  to  make  high 
speed  rail  pay  off. 

SEISMIC  RETROFIT 

The  devastating  earthquakes  in  California  in  1989  and  1994  show  the  economic  costs  of 
ruined  transportation  facilities.  Fortunately  for  California,  the  damage  to  highway  bridges  from 
those  quakes  was  much  less  than  it  could  have  been,  because  most  of  their  bridges  had  been 
retrofitted.   Most  of  the  retrofitted  bridges  withstood  the  large  deflections  and  forces  generated 
by  the  earthquakes. 
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This  is  particularly  important  for  Onegoniaiis  because  new  evidence  shows  that  the 
region  has  a  high  seismic  risk.  To  address  this,  Oregon  has  developed  a  strategic  plan  to 
retrofit  key  bridges  and  spans.   Unfortunately,  the  amount  of  State  funding  available  to  do 
retrofit  work  pales  in  comparison  to  the  need.   Just  one  project  on  the  Willamette  River  bridge 
in  Portland  cost  $8  million.  Although  Oregon  has  at  least  $800  million  in  retrofit  needs,  I  am 
requesting  $25  million  in  federal  funds  for  some  of  the  most  vulnerable  bridges  on  the  main 
arteries  -  1-5  and  1-205  -  from  die  Columbia  River  to  die  Willamette  River  at  Wilsonville. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  concerned  that  in  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake,  many  of 
the  Portland  metropolitan  area's  most  heavily-traveled  bridges  could  be  severely  damaged  or 
even  collapse.   By  improving  diese  structures  now,  Oregon  and  die  federal  government  can 
avoid  enormous  emergency  repair  costs  later.   $25  million  is  a  modest  investment  now 
compared  to  die  cost  of  replacing  just  one  bridge  on  1-5  over  die  Columbia  River  between 
Washington  and  Oregon. 

SALEM  1-5 

It  has  long  been  a  top  need  in  Oregon  to  secure  funds  to  complete  critical  work  on 
Interstate-5  du-ough  die  State  Capital  in  Salem.  The  State  has  phases  1  and  2  of  diis  project 
underway  and  will  have  obligated  $47.3  million  on  it  by  die  end  of  diis  June.   However,  an 
additional  $29  million  in  general  funds  is  needed  for  phase  3  in  FY95.   Without  diese  funds, 
Oregon  will  either  have  to  further  reduce  its  regular  statewide  planned  improvement  program  or 
have  severe  botUenecks  on  one  of  the  State's  main  arteries. 

I  thank  the  committee  for  considering  diese  requests  and  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  the  future. 
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Ms.  FURSE.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  introduce  Tom  Walsh,  the  General 
Manager  for  Tri-Met  Corporation.  I  thank  you  very  much  for  hav- 
ing us  here  today. 

I  do  have  a  longer  statement,  which  includes  some  other  impor- 
tant projects  but  I  am  just  going  to  talk  about  Westside  Light  Rail. 

I  want  to  give  you  a  quick  update  of  where  we  are  since  I  testi- 
fied before  you  last  year.  The  Westside  Light  Rail  project  was  offi- 
cially dedicated  last  August.  Construction  began  on  the  tunnel  seg- 
ment this  past  winter.  Thirty-seven  fully  accessible  low  floor  cars 
are  on  order. 

Construction  on  the  other  line  segments  will  begin  in  the  coming 
months  and  the  Hillsboro  project's  environmental  impact  statement 
was  recently  completed.  The  region  also  expects  to  complete  nego- 
tiations on  an  amendment  of  the  full  funding  grant  agreement  this 
summer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  on  schedule.  Throughout  my  district,  there 
is  ample  evidence  of  progress  on  Westside  Light  Rail.  It  is  cur- 
rently scheduled  to  open  in  the  fall  of  1997  and,  frankly,  I  can't  tell 
you  how  anxious  we  are  for  it  to  happen. 

The  project  is  largely  located  in  Washington  County,  which  is  the 
fastest  growing  county  in  the  entire  State.  All  of  Washington  Coun-  | 
ty  and  the  surrounding  areas  are  facing  increasing  gridlock  and  the 
current  transportation  infrastructure  is  really  not  capable  of  ac- 
commodating this  exploding  traffic  demand. 

Westside  Light  Rail  is  without  question  the  most  important 
project  in  my  district.  Public  support  for  west  side  remains  high,  j 
The  people  in  Portland  understand  that  west  side  is  the  key  to  our 
region's  future.  The  vision  of  livable  communities  with  less  traffic 
and  vibrant  commerce  depends  in  no  small  part  on  regional  and 
State  land  use  decisions. 

Transit  and  road  networks  go  hand-in-hand  to  continue  what  we 
believe  is  Oregon's  unparalleled  quality  of  life. 

Now,  on  the  issue  of  the  money.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Portland 
area  commitment  to  the  Westside  Light  Rail  is  best  represented  by 
the  general  obligation  bond  measure  which  was  passed  in  1990  by 
74  percent  of  the  vote. 

The  citizens  are  willing  to  put  their  money  along  with  the  State 
and  Federal  money.  We  provide  the  local  match  for  Westside 
projects. 

The  State  legislature  has  approved  the  use  of  lottery  fund  money 
for  the  State  share  and,  in  fact,  for  the  Hillsboro  segment,  the 
State  and  local  government  will  over  match  the  Section  3  funds  to 
reduce  the  Federal  share  to  33  percent.  That  is  another  signal  of 
our  community's  commitment  to  light  rail. 

This  year  we  are  asking  for  $111.7  million  to  keep  Westside  on 
track.  The  President's  request  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  is  for 
$111.7  million.  Secretary  Pena,  who  was  out  in  our  district,  my  dis- 
trict, the  other  day,  said  that  Portland  has  the  best  transit  system 
in  the  country,  and  I  believe  he  is  right. 

With  your  help,  Mr.  Chairman,  Westside  Light  Rail  will  stay  on 
time  and  on  schedule. 
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I  appreciate  your  past  support.  It  has  been  very,  very  important 
for  this  project  and  the  efforts  of  this  subcommittee  have  also  made 
it  possible  for  Westside  Light  Rail  to  go  ahead. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  again  this  year  and  in  the 
future  to  ensure  it  stays  on  track  and  so,  on  behalf  of  all  my  con- 
stituents, I  thank  you  for  providing  me  with  this  opportunity  to 
testify  today. 

I  would  certainly  be  happy  to  answer  questions  and  I  would  ask 
that  Mr.  Walsh  be  permitted  to  testify  now. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Furse  follows:] 
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statement  of  Congresswoman  Elizabeth  Furse 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

April  26,  1994 

Thank  you  Chairman  Carr,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  giving 
me  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.   I  know  this 
promises  to  be  a  busy  year  and  the  subcommittee  has  a  number  of 
important  decisions  to  make. 

Let  me  give  you  a  quick  update  on  what  has  occurred  since  I 
appeared  before  this  subcommittee  last  year.   The  Hestslde  Light 
Rail  project  was  officially  dedicated  last  August  and 
construction  began  on  the  tunnel  segment  this  past  winter. 
Thirty-seven  fully  accessible  low  floor  cars  are  on  order. 
Construction  on  the  other  line  segments  will  begin  in  the  coming 
months.   The  Hlllsboro  project's  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  was  recently  completed  and  the  region  expected  to  complete 
negotiations  on  an  amendment  to  the  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement 
this  summer.   Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  on  time  and  on  schedule. 
Throughout  my  district,  there  is  ample  evidence  of  progress  on 
the  Westslde  Light  Rail  project. 

Currently  the  Westslde  project  Is  scheduled  to  open  in  the  fall 
of  1997  and  frankly,  it  can't  become  operational  soon  enough. 
The  West  Hills  of  Portland  are  formidable  obstacles  to  future 
road  expansion.   Light  rail  will  make  expanded  future  travel 
between  downtown  and  the  western  suburbs  possible.   The  project 
is  largely  located  in  Washington  County  which  is  the  fastest 
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growing  county  in  the  entire  state.   Washington  County  and  all 
surrounding  areas  are  £acing  increasing  gridlock  as  the  current 
transportation  infrastructure  is  incapable  of  accommodating  the 
exploding  traffic  demand.   Westside  Light  Rail  is,  without 
question,  the  most  important  project  in  my  district. 

Public  support  for  Westside  —  even  with  all  the  temporary 
disruptions  that  construction  of  this  project  has  created  in  ray 
community  —  remains  high.   Public  support  remains  consistently 
high  because  people  in  Portland  understand  that  Westside  is  key 
to  our  region's  future.   The  vision  of  liveable  communities  with 
less  traffic  and  vibrant  commerce  depends  in  no  small  part  on 
regional  and  state  land  use  decisions.   In  my  district,  all  these 
decisions  emphasize  corridor  and  zoning  planning  and  are 
predicated  on  the  completion  of  the  Westside  project.   Transit 
and  road  networks  will  work  hand-in-hand  to  continue  what  we 
believe  is  an  unparalleled  quality  of  life. 

Well,  let's  talk  about  money.   The  Portland  area's  commitment  to 
Westside  Light  Rail  is  best  represented  by  the  general  obligation 
bond  measure  which  was  passed  in  November  1990  by  74%  of  the 
vote.   Citizens  were  willing  to  put  their  own  money  where  their 
mouth  was  to  provide  the  local  match  for  the  Westside  project 
from  Downtown  Portland  to  Downtown  Hillsboro.   The  state 
legislature  has  approved  the  use  of  lottery  fund  monies  for  the 
state's  share  of  the  entire  project.   In  fact,  for  the  Hillsboro 
segment,  the  state  and  local  governments  will  overmatch  the 
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Section  3  funds  to  reduce  the  federal  share  to  33%.   That's 
another  signal  of  the  community's  commitment  to  light  rail. 

This  year  we  are  asking  for  $111.7  million  to  keep  Westside  on 
track.   Earlier  this  year,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  has 
indicated  its  support  for  the  Westside  project  by  recommending 
$111.7  million  in  section  3  monies  for  FY  95  in  the  President's 
budget.   Secretary  Pena  was  quoted  earlier  this  year  as  saying 
that  Portland  has  "the  best  transit  system  in  the  country."  He's 
right.   And  with  your  help,  Westside  Light  Rail  will  stay  on  time 
and  on  schedule. 

I  appreciate  your  past  support,  and  the  efforts  of  and  this 
subcommittee,  to  assist  the  Westside  Project.   I  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  again  this  year  and  in  the  future  to  ensure  that 
this  project  stays  on  track. 

I'd  also  like  to  mention  a  few  projects  that  are  of  significance 
to  the  state  of  Oregon,  but  are  not  located  in  my  district. 
While  the  Westside  project  is  my  state's  top  priority,  Oregon's 
top  highway  project  is  completion  of  the  critical  work  on 
Interstate-5  through  our  state  capital,  Salem.   By  the  end  of 
June,  the  state  will  have  obligated  $47.3  million  to  this 
important  project.   We  are  requesting  $29  million  in  general 
funds  for  phase  3  of  this  project.   Oregon,  along  with  Washington 
State,  has  also  committed  $50  million  in  state  monies  to  high 
speed  rail  in  expectation  of  a  federal  partner.   As  one  of  the 
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federally  designated  high  speed  rail  corridors,  we  would 
appreciate  $10  million  in  FY  95  to  match  Oregon's  commitment  to 
this  visionary  mode  of  transportation.   Lastly,  as  a  member  of 
the  Bipartisan  Task  Force  on  Disasters,  I've  become  acutely  aware 
of  the  need  for  seismic  retrofitting  of  key  bridges  and  spans. 
In  and  very  close  to  my  district  in  Oregon,  our  state  has 
identified  $25  million  in  critical  "lifeline"  retrofit  needs  on 
our  bridges  across  the  Willamette  and  Columbia  Rivers.   In  a  high 
risk  earthquake  or  tsunami  area,  I  request  your  consideration  of 
a  special  general  fund  appropriation  so  we  can  get  started  on 
this  work  before  its  too  late. 

On  behalf  of  all  my  constituents,  thank  you  for  providing  me  with 
the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Walsh  we  want  to  welcome  you  to  the  Committee. 
Again,  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief  in  support  of  Con- 
gresswoman  Furse's  request  for  your  endorsement  of  FTA's  rec- 
ommended allocation  of  $111.7  million  this  year  for  this  project. 

With  your  past  support,  and  most  generous  support,  we  have 
kept  this  project  not  only  on  schedule  and  within  budget,  but  have 
avoided  any  costly  borrowings. 

As  we  sit  here  this  afternoon,  50  percent  of  the  base  contract  has 
been  let  for  construction,  and  the  balance,  the  other  50  percent, 
will  be  entered  into  by  the  end  of  1995. 

Congresswoman  Furse  has  commented  on  the  first  low-floor  cars 
in  North  America.  With  your  support,  we  entered  into  that  contract 
nearly  a  year  ago,  and  I  would  only  indicate  in  support  of  both  your 
leadership  and  the  intent  of  ADA,  that  systems  in  Chicago,  Boston 
and  other  communities  around  the  country  are  now  looking  forward 
similarly  to  the  purchase  of  low-floor  cars. 

In  addition  to  our  specific  request  for  the  $111.7  million,  I  would 
indicate  our  continuing  support  for  higher  recommended  levels  of 
new  start  funding  across  the  transit  program. 

As  the  Congresswoman  indicated,  the  Hillsboro  extension  to  this 
project  is  now  completed.  The  final  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment has  been  submitted  and  published.  We  would  expect  in  the 
next  10  days  to  receive  a  record  of  decision. 

One  last  note,  because  we  build  transit  systems  not  just  to  trans- 
port people  but  in  the  vision  of  livable  communities.  Within  the 
current  request  from  FTA  is  a  $30  million  request  for  livable  com- 
munities. We  have  estimated  on  our  existing  light  rail  line  that 
there  has  been  incremental  investment  of  nearly  a  billion  dollars 
around  station  areas,  literally  a  four-to-one  return  on  the  initial  in- 
vestment in  that  project. 

As  we  look  to  Westside,  we  think  that  factor  may  increase  to 
nearly  double  that  of  nine  to  one. 

What  this  particular  program  of  FTA's  would  do  is  make  avail- 
able grants,  perhaps  in  the  form  of  revolving  fund  loans,  for  en- 
hanced station  area  development. 

It  is  a  crucial  piece  of  a  program  which  justifies,  in  our  judgment, 
the  original  investment  in  any  light  rail  system  because  it  inte- 
grates both  land  use  and  joint  development. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  end  of  the  day  today,  we  will  have 
a  response  updated  from  last  year  to  your  investment  criteria 
which  we  will  submit  for  the  record. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  chance  to  appear  before 

you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Tom  Walsh  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  FOR  TOM  WALSH 

General  Manager 
Tri-County  Metropolitan  Transportation  District  of  Oregon 

(Tri-Met) 

House  Appropriations  Committee 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 

April  26,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
I  want  to  first  express  my  appreciation  for  the  strength  and 
level  of  appropriations  provided  by  this  Committee  for  the 
Westside  Light  Rail  Project.   These  funds  have  enabled  Tri-Mct  to 
keep  the  project  on  schedule  and,  by  avoiding  costly  borrowing, 
to  remain  within  our  budget. 

The  Westside  Light  Rail  Project  is  now  under  construc- 
tion as  a  total  of  $345  million  in  contracts  have  been  let  and 
virtually  all  construction  contracts  (another  $200  million)  will 
have  been  entered  into  by  the  end  of  FY  95.   Blasting  has  begun 
on  the  three  mile  tunnel  segment  of  the  project,  contracts  have 
been  signed  for  North  America's  first  fully  accessible  low  floor 
light  rail  cars  and  construction  on  three  other  line  segments 
will  begin  by  the  end  of  FY  94. 

With  respect  to  the  low  floor  vehicles,  I  might  note 
that  the  cities  of  Chicago  and  Boston  are  also  contemplating  the 
acquisition  of  similar  cars.   At  the  time  the  decision  was  made 
to  acquire  these  cars  in  1992,  we  were  confident  that  meeting 
federal  engineering  standards  for  these  cars  was  feasible  and 
that  others  would  see  the  obvious  benefits  of  these  cars  and 
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ultimately  follow  our  example.   When  the  low  floor  vehicles  were 
put  out  for  bid,  we  estimated  the  premium  for  the  introduction  of 
this  new  technology  would  be  $35  million.   The  bids  for  these 
cars  came  in  well  under  budget  as  the  premium  costs  were  only  $8 
million  (about  10  percent)  more  than  traditional  high  floor  light 
rail  cars.   Given  the  interest  expressed  by  other  localities,  it 
would  appear  that  others  share  our  view  that  these  accessible 
vehicles  represent  the  future  of  the  transit  industry. 

The  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  requested  a 
total  of  $111.7  million  in  section  3  monies  in  its  FY  95  budget 
submission  to  Congress  and  we  clearly  support  that  request.   The 
funding  requirements  for  the  project  will  be  at  their  peak  in  FY 
95  and  even  at  the  requested  funding  level  the  federal  share  of 
the  project  construction  funding  needs  will  be  less  than  the  75 
percent  federal  level  committed  in  the  Full  Funding  Grant  Agree- 
ment.  I  can  assure  the  Committee  that  every  dollar  will  be  spent 
by  the  end  of  FY  95. 

I  am  concerned,  though,  about  the  overall  FY  95  request 
level  of  $400  million  for  section  3  new  starts.   This  is  a 
reduction  from  what  Congress  has  provided  in  recent  fiscal  years 
and  would  constrain  the  advancement  of  future  new  start  projects. 
I  would  urge  the  Committee  to  support  a  funding  level  commensu- 
rate with  FY  94.   This  can  be  achieved  by  preserving  a  fair  and 
equitable  funding  balance  within  the  transit  program  in  accor- 
dance with  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  and  Efficiency 
Act  (ISTEA). 

-2- 
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The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  six  mile 
Hillsboro  Extension  to  the  Westsido  Project  was  recently  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register.   We  have  requested  approval  of 
the  Record  of  Decision  from  the  FTA  and  expect  to  hear  from  them 
soon.   Negotiations  with  FTA  on  an  amendment  incorporating  the 
Hillsboro  Extension  to  the  existing  Westside  FFGA  are  underway 
and  are  expected  to  be  completed  soon. 

I  also  wanted  to  express  my  support  for  the  FTA  request 
for  $30  million  for  Liveable  Communities.   It  is  my  understanding 
that  FTA  would  award  grants  to  localities  that  implement  land  use 
changes  to  foster  joint  development  and  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
access  to  transit  station  sites.   As  part  of  the  Westside  Light 
Rail  Project,  our  metropolitan  region  has  developed  station  area 
plans  that  identify  the  type  and  density  of  development  that 
should  take  place  at  each  station  site.   These  plans  set  forth 
the  land  use  decisions  and  infrastructure  needs  at  each  site  to 
support  that  development.   These  same  policies  were  employed  for 
the  Banfield  Light  Rail  project  and  have  led  to  nearly  $1  billion 
of  development  occurring  along  that  15  mile  alignment. 

In  closing,  the  Portland-Vancouver  region  greatly 
appreciates  your  past  support  and  that  of  the  House  Appropria- 
tions Committee.   The  Westside  Project  is  proceeding  precisely  on 
schedule  due  to  the  funding  provided  by  this  Committee. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Very  well. 

I  was  going  to  ask  you  to  do  that.  You  anticipated  my  request. 
That  is  very  important. 

Your  project  is  well  known  to  us.  We  have  reviewed  it  many 
times  and  we  will  continue  to  revisit  it  and  review  it  on  a  real-time 
basis.  Thank  you  for  coming  out  and  testifying  before  us  today. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  METROPLEX  AIR  TRAFFIC 

SYSTEM  PLAN 

WITNESSES 

HON.  MARTIN  FROST,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

HON.  PETE   GEREN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

JEFF  FEGAN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  INTER- 
NATIONAL AIRPORT 

Next,  our  good  friends  from  Dallas-Fort  Worth,  Congressman 
Martin  Frost,  Congresswoman  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson,  and  Con- 
gressman Mark — excuse  me — Pete  Geren. 

Welcome  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  Texas  colleagues  and  I  want  to 
thank  you  and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  allowing  us 
to  come  before  you  this  afternoon. 

We  are  here  to  support  the  testimony  you  are  about  to  hear  from 
Jeff  Fegan,  Executive  Director  of  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Inter- 
national Airport. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  person  would  almost  have  to  have  grown  up  in 
the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  area,  as  I  did,  to  appreciate  fully  what  DFW 
Airport  means  to  our  area.  It  is  the  culmination  of  a  dream  that 
began  nearly  70  years  ago. 

When  Lindbergh  flew  across  the  Atlantic  in  1927,  Dallas  and 
Fort  Worth  already  were  fighting  over  whether  or  not  to  build  and 
operate  a  joint  airport.  The  feud  continued  to  boil  for  decades  until 
the  two  cities  finally  got  together  and  opened  DFW  in  1974.  Since 
then,  DFW  Airport  has  exceeded  our  fondest  dreams.  Today  DFW 
is  the  crossroads  of  America,  serving  almost  50  million  passengers 
a  year,  a  number  equal  to  one  out  of  every  five  people  in  the  Unit- 
ed States.  These  travelers  come  and  go  each  day  on  DFWs  2,300 
flights  to  229  cities  around  the  world. 

At  home,  DFW  generates  68,000  jobs  and  pours  $6.2  billion  a 
year  into  the  local  economy.  DFW  is  the  social  and  economic  glue 
that  holds  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  area  together. 

That  is  the  reason  my  colleagues  and  I  are  here  today,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  believe  that  as  a  vital  mid-continent  hub,  DFW  serves 
the  Nation  just  as  it  serves  our  home  town  people.  We  hope  you 
and  your  fellow  members  of  this  committee  can  approve  Mr. 
Fegan's  request  for  $5.5  million  to  fully  fund  the  Metroplex  plan. 
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and  for  adequate  discretionary  money  for  the  FAA  to  invest  in  ca- 
pacity enhancing  projects  under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear. 

My  colleagues  also  have  statements  and  I  will  have  to  leave 
shortly  to  handle  something  on  the  Floor. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Carr,  Congresswoman  Johnson. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good 
afternoon  to  you  and  members  of  the  subcommittee. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  with  Jeff  Fegsin  and  his  associates  who 
are  from  the  DFW  Airport  and  my  congressional  colleagues  from 
the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  area. 

A  large  portion  of  the  airport  falls  in  my  district  and  I  was  a 
young  lawmaker  in  1974  at  the  State  level  when  it  opened. 

We  are  quite  aware  of  its  importance  and  come  to  be  of  support 
in  the  continued  funding  for  the  Metroplex  plan  and  for  adequate 
discretionary  funds  in  the  airport  improvement  program. 

Since  taking  over  as  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Dallas  Fort 
Worth  Airport  last  year,  Mr.  Fegan  has  made  it  clear  that  the  air- 
port desires  to  do  everything  possible  to  be  a  good  neighbor  to  the 
communities  it  serves  and  I  commend  this  effort.  The  airport  has 
added  a  senior  noise  planner  and  a  staff  as  part  of  a  committed  ef- 
fort to  reduce  noise  in  the  area  surrounding  the  airport.  This  has 
been  a  major  concern. 

The  Metroplex  plan  with  its  modernized  and  improved  air  traffic 
controls  should  help  minimize  noise  pollution  and  I  urge  the  sub- 
committee to  approve  the  fast  FAA's  full  request  for  the  fiscsd  year 
1995. 

I  thank  you  very  much  and  I  will  remain  for  any  questions  you 
might  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Congressman  Pete  Geren. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  spent  my  life  being  con- 
fused with  the  other  Geren. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  don't  know  why  my  brain  is  not  connected  to  my 
mouth. 

Mr.  Geren.  He  and  I  even  exchange  mail  occasionally. 

Mr.  Carr.  Sorry  about  that. 

Mr.  Geren.  I  appreciate  the  chance  to  come  before  you  today  and 
thank  you  for  hearing  our  testimony.  I  would  like  to  submit  a 
statement  for  the  record  and  just  briefly  summarize  why  we  are 
here. 

We  are  here  to  talk  about  Metroplex  plan,  a  plan  that  would  not 
be  where  it  is  today  if  it  were  not  for  the  support  given  it  by  this 
committee  and  we  appreciate  your  support  for  it  in  the  past  and 
we  know  the  committee  understands  the  importance  of  it  not  only 
to  DFW,  but  to  the  whole  traveling  public  in  our  Nation  and  in  the 
world. 

The  FAA  decided  in  the  1980s  that  the  aging  air  traffic  control 
system  at  DFW  needed  to  be  modernized  and  approved  the  agen- 
cy's developing  a  Metroplex  plan  and  presented  it  to  Congress. 
Since  then,  this  subcommittee  has  appropriated  more  than  $145 
million  to  build  this  modem,  efficient,  air  traffic  control  system 
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which  not  only  helps  us  to  accommodate  more  traffic,  but  it  has  en- 
hanced the  margin  of  safety. 

The  Metroplex  plan  is  moving  towards  completion  and  we  are 
here  today  to  ask  this  committee  to  help  us  finish  the  job.  I  appre- 
ciate your  consideration  and  I  will  also  be  glad  to  stay  here  and 
answer  any  questions  that  you  might  have  and  commend  to  you 
the  testimony  of  Jeff  Fegan  who  is  doing  an  outstanding  job  as  the 
new  director  of  our  airport. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Pete  Geren  follows:] 

Statement  of  Rep.  Pete  Geren  Before  the  Transportation  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  the  D/FW  Metroplex  Plan 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  allowing  us  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

The  American  people  expect  transportation  systems  that  are  safe,  convenient  and 
economical;  and  I  am  certain  that  in  no  other  body  of  Congress  does  the  responsibil- 
ity for  these  systems  weigh  more  heavily  than  it  does  on  members  of  this  sub- 
committee. 

For  that  reason,  I  wovild  like  to  share  with  you  the  contents  of  a  recent  New  York 
Times  story  that  you  might  have  missed.  In  the  past  two  years,  major  U.S.  airlines 
have  flown  more  than  14  million  flights,  carrying  more  than  900  million  passengers 
more  than  9  billion  miles,  without  the  loss  of  a  single  life.  Never  before  in  history 
have  so  many  passengers  logged  so  many  miles  with  a  fatality. 

While  plain  good  luck  is  bound  to  have  played  some  role  in  this,  the  single  most 
important  factor  in  achieving  this  record  has  been  the  hard  work  and  devotion  of 
thousands  of  people  every  day — airline  cockpit  crews  and  maintenance  personnel, 
FAA  air  traffic  controllers  and  safety  inspectors,  as  well  as  governmental  policy 
makers  in  both  the  legislative  and  executive  branches  who  have  always  demanded 
that  safety  be  the  most  important  priority  in  any  system. 

When  the  FAA  decided,  back  in  the  1980's,  that  the  aging  air  traffic  control  sys- 
tem in  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  area  needed  to  be  modernized  and  improved,  the  agen- 
cy developed  the  Metroplex  Plan  and  presented  it  to  Congress.  Since  then,  this  sub- 
committee has  appropriated  more  than  $145  million  to  build  a  modem,  more  effi- 
cient, air  traffic  control  system  with  an  added  margin  of  safety.  The  Metroplex  Plan 
is  moving  toward  completion,  and  we  are  here  today  to  ask  you  to  finish  the  job. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  for  allowing  us  to  appear  before  you 
today. 

How  Safe  Is  Flying?  Don't  Ask! 

(By  Martin  Tolchin) 

It  is  the  rarest  of  rarities:  something  good  that  no  one  in  government  wants  to 
take  credit  for,  or  even  talk  about. 

The  major  United  States  airlines  have  gone  more  than  two  years  without  a  fatal 
accident.  Not  since  March  22,  1992,  when  a  27  people  died  as  a  USAir  jetliner 
crashed  into  Flushing  Bay  on  takeoff"  from  LaGuardia  Airport,  has  there  been  a  fa- 
tality involving  a  scheduled  commercial  airliner. 

Since  then,  14  million  flights  have  carried  more  than  900  million  passengers  more 
than  9  billion  miles  without  death.  Years  ago,  when  there  was  less  air  travel,  there 
were  longer  periods  without  fatalities.  But  never  have  so  many  passengers  logged 
so  many  miles  on  major  airlines  without  a  death.  (The  term  "major  airlines"  means 
the  big  carriers  with  regularly  scheduled  flights  on  aircraft  carrying  30  or  more  pas- 
sengers.) 

Aviation  experts  don't  like  to  talk  about  this  safety  milestone,  lest  they  jinx  it. 
"It's  a  very  well  kept  secret,"  said  Robert  Buckhom,  a  spokesman  for  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration.  "Everybody's  afraid  to  mention  it." 

Luck  is  clearly  a  factor.  If  a  pilot  of  a  Continental  Airlines  MD-80  had  waited  an- 
other second  before  aborting  a  takeoff  fi:x)m  La  Guairdia  last  month,  the  plane  would 
have  landed  in  Flushing  Bay  instead  of  at  the  edge  of  it. 

And  if  the  wing  of  a  T.W.A.  jetliner  that  took  off"  from  Kennedy  International  Air- 
port had  cracked  when  the  plane  was  thousands  of  feet  up,  there  might  have  been 
a  disaster  in  July  1992.  Luckily,  the  mishap  occiured  when  the  aircraft  was  barely 
off"  the  ground,  so  all  292  people  on  board  escaped  with  their  lives,  even  thought 
a  fuel  tank  ruptured. 
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NO  LACK  OF  TURBULENCE 

The  paradox  is  that  this  good  fortune  has  taken  place  while  there  has  been  no 
shortage  of  turbulence  in  the  airline  industry.  Consumer  advocates  say  that  deregu- 
lation has  created  intense  competition  that  has  led  to  dangerous  cost-cutting.  Airline 
mechanics  complain  of  an  erosion  of  maintenance  standards.  Some  airline  critics  be- 
lieve that  the  old  direct-route  system  was  less  dangerous  than  the  hub-and-spoke 
system  that  replaced  it,  because  the  hub-and-spoke  system  involves  more  takeoffs 
and  landings,  when  most  accidents  occur. 

"Facihty  and  accident  rates  alone  don't  give  you  a  full  picture  of  what's  going  on," 
said  Cornish  F.  Hitchcock,  an  aviation  specialist  with  the  consumer  group  Public 
Citizen. 

But  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  skies  are  safer, 
largely  because  of  technology.  For  instance,  although  traffic  controllers  had  to  cope 
with  495  power  failures  on  the  ground  last  year,  backup  systems  were  usually  acti- 
vated in  minutes. 

Government  officials  insist  that  supervision  of  air  safety  is  stricter  than  ever.  Carl 
W.  Vogt,  chairman  of  the  safety  board,  says  the  chances  of  dying  on  an  airliner  are 
infinitesimal.  'Tou'd  have  to  take  a  scheduled  air  line  flight  every  day  for  4,000 
years  before  you  had  an  accident,"  he  said,  "and  then  you'd  have  a  better  than  50 
percent  chance  of  surviving  it." 

Mr.  Carr.  We  would  like  to  welcome  you  to  the  Committee  for 
your  first  visit. 

Mr.  Fegan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  over  the  next 
few  years,  and  your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record 
and  we  would  ask  that  you  summarize  the  high  points  of  your  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  Fegan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  Congressmen  Frost  and  Geren 
and  Congresswoman  Johnson  for  joining  me  today  in  support  of  the 
FAA  Metroplex  plan. 

This  Committee  has  supported  this  project  for  many,  many  years 
and  I  can  tell  you  firsthand,  as  executive  director,  this  is  an  ex- 
tremely important  project  to  DFW  Airport  and  to  the  entire  Dallas- 
Fort  Worth  region. 

We  continue  to  grow  at  DFW  Airport.  We  now  have  about  8300 
aircraft  in  operation  on  an  annual  basis.  We  are  the  second  busiest 
airport  in  the  world  and  this  Metroplex  plan  not  only  improves  the 
situation  for  DFW  Airport,  but  also  for  about  131  other  airports  in 
our  region.  So  it  is  not  just  the  DFW  Airport  project. 

This  project  has  been  going  on  since  1989,  and  again  we  have 
seen  substantial  completion  of  a  lot  of  the  projects.  In  fact,  we  can 
look  across  the  airfield  today  and  isee  two  control  towers  that  are 
now  up  and  will  be  operational  this  summer.  They  are  two  distinct 
projects,  though,  the  Metroplex  plan  on  the  one  hand  and  the  DFW 
expansion  plan. 

One  is  funded  by  the  facilities  and  equipment  account;  the  DFW 
expansion  plan,  which  is  a  multiyear,  multibillion  dollar  program, 
actually  is  the  program  that  involves  the  new  runway  construction. 

We  have  two  new  runways  proposed.  One  is  under  construction 
today  and  a  very,  very  important  part  of  the  overall  program  for 
DFWs  expansion.  This  $5.5  million  is  the  next  step  in  funding  of 
this  overall  project.  It  will  go  toward  equipment  installation  in  our 
TRACON  facility,  and  to  complete  the  work  of  the  VORTACs  and 
radars  that  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the  program  to  be  com- 
pletely successful.  They  will  provide  huge  returns  in  terms  of  pas- 
senger and  aircraft  delay  cost  savings. 
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There  have  been  studies  that  have  indicated  that  the  combined 
benefit  of  both  the  Metroplex  plan  and  the  new  runways  at  DFW 
Airport  represent  about  a  $9.7  bilHon  in  savings  through  the  year 
2015.  So  we  are  asking  this  year  that  the  funding  level  of  $5.5  mil- 
lion requested  by  the  FAA  be  honored. 

I  also  would  like  to  request  that  this  committee  assure  that  Fed- 
eral dollars  continue,  especially  for  projects  that  provide  maximum 
benefit  to  the  national  transportation  system.  To  do  this,  we  believe 
it  is  essential  that  the  FAA  be  given  sufficient  discretionary  funds 
to  invest  in  projects  which  offer  the  biggest  bang  for  the  buck. 

Again,  at  DFW  Airport  we  handle  over  2,300  flights  per  day, 
about  142,000  passengers  every  day  going  through  our  terminals. 
To  do  this,  we  must  have  significant  Federal  investment  in  the  con- 
struction of  our  new  runways  through  the  airport  improvements 
discretionary  fund. 

We  earnestly  ask  that  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  this 
subcommittee,  do  everything  possible  to  assure  adequate  funding 
for  the  AIP  discretionary  account.  For  our  part  at  DFW,  we  prom- 
ise to  give  you  the  biggest  bang  for  each  buck. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  this  opportunity  to  address  this 
committee.  I  appreciate  your  interest. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  We  are  quite  familiar 
with  the  Metroplex  plan  and,  of  course,  the  Committee  supports  it. 
Just  trying  to  put  huge  squares  dollars  into  little  round  holes,  and 
we  are  doing  our  best  and  you  will  be  in  our  thoughts. 

Mr.  Fegan.  We  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Geren.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Jeff  Fegan  and  the  Hon.  John  Bry- 
ant follow:] 


963 

STATEMENT  OF  JEFF  FEGAN 

Executive  Director  of  Dallas/Fort  Worth  International  Airport 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  METROPLEX 

AIR  TRAFFIC  SYSTEM  PLAN 

Before  the  Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

AprU  26, 1994 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Transportation  Subcommittee,  allow  me  to 
introduce  myself.  I  am  Jeff  Fegan,  the  Executive  Director  for  Dallas/Fort  Worth 
International  Airport.  I  am  extremely  privileged  to  have  Joining  me  today  Congressman 
Frost,  Congressman  Geren,  Congresswoman  Johnson,  Congressman  Barton,  and 
Congressman  Bryant.  I  am  pleased  and  honored  that  they  join  me  today  in  support  of 
Dallas/Fort  Worth  International  Airport  and  more  specifically  the  FAA's  Dallas/Fort  Worth 
Metroplex  Air  Traffic  System  Plan. 

At  the  outset,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Transportation  Subcommittee,  I 
want  to  personally  thank  you  for  the  support  you  have  given  over  the  past  six  years  to  the 
FAA's  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Metroplex  Air  Traffic  System  Plan. 

Those  who  serve  on  this  subcommittee  can  take  great  pride  in  the  progress  your 
appropriations  have  made  so  far  toward  the  FAA's  vital  work  of  modernizing  and  improving 
the  handling  of  air  traffic  in  the  congested  skies  of  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  area. 

As  Executive  Director  of  Dallas/Fort  Worth  International  Airport.  I  can  appreciate 
perhaps  more  than  most  the  importance  of  this  work.  The  existing  air  tiafiic  control  system 
in  die  Metroplex  is  over  30  years  old.   It  was  in  place  10  years  before  DFW  Airport  was 
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even  opened.  Today,  DFW  Airport  has  grown  into  the  second  busiest  airport  in  the  world, 
and  the  FAA  tells  us  that  within  a  few  years  we  will  replace  Chicago  O'Hare  as  the  busiest 
airport  in  terms  of  operations. 

Today,  FAA  controllers  sometimes  have  at  any  one  time  as  many  as  56  airplanes, 
spaced  seven  miles  apart,  queued  up  to  enter  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  airspace.  And  while 
most  of  these  planes  are  coming  to  our  airport,  the  FAA  also  must  handle  traffic  in  and  out 
of  the  131  other  airports  in  and  around  Dallas  and  Fort  Worth.  That's  right-there  are  131 
other  airports  besides  DFW  in  our  immediate  area. 

Realizing  that  this  ever-growing  volume  of  air  traffic  would  soon  threaten  to 
overwhelm  the  existing  control  system,  the  FAA  began  work  in  1989  on  the  Metroplex  Plan. 
In  the  past,  there  has  been  some  confusion  between  the  Metroplex  Plan  on  the  one  hand  and 
DFW's  airport  expansion  program  on  the  other.  Let  me  try  to  clear  up  any 
misunderstanding. 

The  two  projects  were  designed  to  complement  each  other,  but  they  are  entirely 
separate.  The  Metroplex  Plan  is  strictly  an  FAA  project  funded  under  the  Facilities  and 
Equipment  account,  dealing  only  with  air  traffic  control.  DFW  Airport  expansion,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  a  $3.5  billion  program  designed  to  give  our  airport  two  new  runways-one  of 
which  is  already  under  construction.  With  these  two  new  runways,  DFW  will  be  the  first 
airport  in  the  world  capable  of  handling  four  simultaneous  instrument  approaches.  As  work 
progresses  on  this  runway,  work  also  continues  on  the  Metroplex  Plan  facilities,  which  are 
steadily  taking  shape  and  nearing  completion.  In  feet,  two  new  air  traffic  control  towers  at 
DFW  Airport  will  be  commissioned  this  year,  giving  controllers  vastly  improved  lines  of 
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sight  on  the  sprawling  DFW  runway  netwoiic.  It  is  important  to  understand  that  even  with 
our  existing  runways,  it  is  six  miles  from  the  easternmost  to  the  westernmost  bit  of  concrete. 
Thus,  these  two  new  towers  will  truly  enhance  the  ability  of  the  air  traffic  controllers  to 
safely  and  efficiently  control  planes  on  the  ground  and  in  the  air. 

Part  of  the  Metroplex  Plan  includes  an  expanded  and  modernized  Terminal  Radar 
Control  Facility  at  DFW,  also  known  as  TRACON,  which  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in 
the  near  future.  This  60,000  square-foot  expansion  will  be  equipped  with  state-of-the  art 
electronics  and  3S  controller  positions-more  than  double  the  16  that  are  crowded  into  the 
existing  TRACON. 

Last  year,  the  FAA  requested--and  this  committee  appropriatcd-$13.3  million  to 
continue  work  on  the  Metroplex  Plan.  This  year,  as  the  project  moves  toward  completion, 
the  FAA  is  asking  less  than  half  that  much-SS.S  million  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  Nearly  half 
of  this  will  go  toward  equipment  installation  in  the  TRACON,  and  the  rest  for  work  on 
VORTACs  and  radars,  as  well  as  necessary  engineering  support.  The  money  invested  in  this 
project  will  return  huge  benefits  in  terms  of  passenger  and  delay  cost  savings.  In  fact,  it  is 
estimated  that  the  cumulative  benefits  with  the  MATS  Plan  and  the  two  new  runways  in  place 
will  represent  almost  S9.7  billion  in  savings  through  the  year  2015.  Those  of  us  at  DFW 
respectfully  ask  that  you  provide  the  full  $5.5  million  requested  by  the  FAA. 

Now  with  your  indulgence,  please  allow  me  to  switch  gears  and  speak  for  just  a 
moment  about  another  matter  that  is  critically  important  to  DFW  Airport.  We  are  very  much 
aware  of  this  subcommittee's  desire  to  ensure  that  scarce  federal  transportation  dollars  should 
be  invested  in  projects  which  will  provide  the  maximum  benefit  to  our  natipn;^  transportation 
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system.  To  do  this,  we  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  the  FAA  be  given  sufficient 
discretionary  funds  to  invest  in  projects  which  offer  the  biggest  bang  for  the  buck. 

At  DFW  Airport,  we  handle  about  2,300  flights  a  day.  Every  24  hours  approximately 
142,000  people  pass  through  our  terminals,  and  in  future  years,  many  more  are  on  the  way. 
Our  job  is  to  help  each  of  those  individuals  get  to  where  he  or  she  is  going  as  quickly,  as 
efficiently,  as  economically,  as  conveniently  and  as  safely  as  we  possibly  can. 

To  do  this,  we  must  have  a  significant  federal  investment  in  the  construction  of  our 
new  runways  through  the  Airport  Improvement  Program's  discretionary  fund.  We  earnestly 
ask  that  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  this  subcommittee,  do  everything  possible  to 
assure  adequate  fiinding  for  the  AIP  discretionary  account.  For  our  part  at  DFW,  we 
promise  to  give  you  the  biggest  bang  for  each  buck.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  this 
opportunity  to  address  this  subcommittee. 
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REMARKS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  BRYANT 

FY' 95  FUNDING  FOR  DALLAS -FORT  WORTH  AIRPORT 

TRANSPORTATION  SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

APRIL  26,  1994 

Those  of  us  who  represent  the  Dallas -Fort  Worth  area  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and  members  of  this  subcommittee,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

As  you  study  the  relative  merits  of  the  hundreds  of  local 
transportation  projects  brought  before  this  subcommittee  each  year,  I 
am  sure  you  are  interested  in  how  large  a  contribution  each  project  can 
make  to  our  national,  rather  than  purely  local,  transportation  system. 

So  in  evaluating  DFW  Airport  and  the  FAA's  Metroplex  Plan,  you  might 
be  interested  to  know  that  65  percent  of  the  travelers  at  DFW  are 
changing  planes,  en  route  from  and  to  the  167  domestic  and  62  foreign 
cities  served  out  of  our  airport.   Only  35  percent,  or  one  out  of  every 
three  of  our  passengers,  are  beginning  or  ending  their  trips  at  DFW. 

It  is  a  primary  job  of  DFW,  then,  to  get  these  transferring 
passengers  in  and  out  as  efficiently  as  possible,  on  schedule  and  with 
a  minimum  of  hassle  and  inconvenience. 

That's  why  the  Metroplex  Plan,  with  its  new  state-of-the-art 
facilities  and  improved  air  traffic  control  procedures,  is  so  important 
-  not  merely  to  us,  but  to  our  entire  national  air  transportation 
system. 

We  love  having  these  33  million  people  come  through  DFW  to  change 
planes  each  year.   But  we  know  they  did  not  necessarily  come  to  see  us, 
and  we  owe  it  to  them  to  get  them  on  their  way  as  quickly  and 
conveniently  as  possible.   Thank  you. 
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[Clerk's  note. — Questions  from  the  Hon.  Tom  DeLay  to  Jeff 
Fegan  and  Mr.  Fegan's  responses  follow:] 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Fegan,  your  testimony  talks  generally  about 
DFWs  ability  to  serve  the  National  Air  Transportation  System.  I 
also  understand  from  your  statement  that  DFW  has  embarked  on 
a  substantial  capital  improvement  plan.  What  are  the  specific  dol- 
lars to  be  spent  by  DFW  and  what  are  the  expected  benefits  to  be 
received  by  the  nation's  air  travelers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Runway  16/34  East  is  estimated  to  cost  including  land  acquisition  (mitigation) 
and  construction  costs  approximately  $314,707,000.  [Land  acquisition  equals 
$142,220,000;  construction  equals  $172,487,000.] 

Runway  16/34  West  is  estimated  to  cost  with  construction  and  land  acquisition 
costs  (mitigation)  approximately  $155,000,000.  [Construction  costs  equals 
$75,800,000;  land  acquisition  (mitigation)  equals  $82,000,000.] 

With  the  two  runways  in  place  and  the  MATS  Plan  in  place,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  national  air  space  system  will  experience  in  the  year  2000  from  14%  to  22% 
operational  daily  delay  reduction,  depending  upon  whether  visual  or  instrument 
landing  conditions  exist. 

With  the  two  new  runways  in  place  and  the  MATS  Plan  in  place,  it  is  estimated 
that  by  the  year  2000  the  national  air  space  system  will  experience  a  passenger 
daily  delay  reduction  ranging  from  16%  to  24%,  depending  upon  whether  visual  or 
instrument  landing  conditions  exists. 

The  annual  savings  of  operational  costs  at  DFW  and  system  wide  by  the  year 
2005  are  estimated  to  be  $202  million  and  $313  million,  respectively. 

From  a  cost  benefit  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  the  cumulative  benefit  to  the 
national  air  space  system  through  the  year  2015,  with  the  MATS  Plan  and  both  new 
runways  in  pkce,  is  expected  to  equal  $9.7  billion  in  savings. 

Mr.  DeLay.  That  is  a  very  dramatic  "bang  for  the  buck,"  to  quote 
from  your  testimony.  In  your  opinion,  is  such  a  return  on  invest- 
ment the  sort  of  criteria  that  the  FAA  should  used  in  establishing 
funding  priorities  and  issuing  LOIs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  certainly  believe  that  the  investment  of  taxpayers'  dollars  in  public  works 
should  be,  wholly  or  partially,  established  by  such  objective  criteria.  We  have  seen 
Chairman  Carr's  proposed  criteria  and  are  confident  that  DFW  meets  that  criteria. 


Tuesday  April  26,  1994. 

witnesses 

hon.  robert  k-  dornan,  a  representative  in  congress  from 
the  state  of  california 

miguel  a.  pulido,  mayor  pro  tem,  city  of  santa  ana,  califor- 
NIA 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  like  to  call  on  our  good  friend  Congressman 
Bob  Doman. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

All  the  citizens  of  Orange  County  also  thank  you  again,  as  I  did 
last  year,  for  you  taking  the  time  to  come  out  there  and  witness 
some  of  the  traffic  congestion  problems  we  have. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  also  your  superb  staff  and  Mr.  Wolfs 
staff  for  all  the  hard  work  and  dedication  that  obviously  the  two 
of  you  have  put  together,  an  excellent  team  of  staff  members. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  subcommittee  mem- 
bers an  little  statistical  media  event  that  probably  went  unnoticed 
except  to  all  but  transportation  experts.  That  highway  section  of  I- 
405  that  comes  down  the  coast  and  turns  for  a  while  in  an  east- 
west  direction  in  Orange  county  has  now  been  listed  in  the  1994 
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Guinness  Book  of  World  Records  as  the  busiest  freeway  in  the 
world. 

A  lot  of  innocent  misinformation  went  out  when  our  good  Vice 
President  Al  Gore  met  with  the  Governor  of  California  and  re- 
opened that  section  of  the  Santa  Monica  Freeway  that  had  been 
dumped  by  the  January  earthquake  and  everybody  kept  saying  this 
is  the  busiest  freeway  in  the  world.  It  was  bumped  out  of  that 
strange  distinction  years  ago. 

That  part  of  the  Santa  Monica  Freeway  at  Normandy,  a  street 
made  famous  by  the  rioting  of  a  couple  years  ago,  as  long  as  8 
years  ago  was  at  21,000  when  Orange  County  was  already  passing 
it,  and  now  Orange  County  has  25,500  cars  an  hour  during  rush 
hour  going  through  the  stretch  of  1-405  near  Seal  Beach  and  Costa 
Mesa,  and  that  is  part  of  what  I  will  talk  about  here  today. 

Let  me  briefly  tick  off  three  projects  that  I  believe  should  be  in- 
cluded in  the  fiscal  year  1995  transportation  appropriations  bill. 
You  are  all  familiar  with  these  things  so  I  will  go  quickly  here. 

First,  the  Orange  County  transportation  authority  is  the  local 
sponsor  for  the  Orange  County  transitway  system  project.  The 
transitway  system  has  two  major  components,  a  transitway  connec- 
tor to  link  high  occupancy  vehicle,  HOV,  lanes  through  a  major  Or- 
ange County  Freeway  interchange,  that  aforementioned  1-405,  and 
a  north-south  State  Route  55  where  they  come  together  in  Costa 
Mesa. 

Second  is  an  intermodal  transit  facility  in  Anaheim  that  has 
been  supported  in  the  past  that  will  improve  the  use  of  public 
transportation  and  serve  local  businesses  and  our  big  convention 
center  area. 

As  you  witnessed  yourself,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  your  staffers  wit- 
nessed. Orange  County  has  some  of  the  most  congested  freeways 
in  the  world.  In  fact,  that  very  1-405  and  55  interchange,  along 
with  the  strip  of  freeway  with  25,500  an  hour  in  rush  hour,  that 
interchange  is  one  of  the  eight  busiest  interchanges  in  the  Nation 
and  it  carries  about  500,000  cars  a  day. 

The  Orange  County  transitway  system  would  be  an  excellent  so- 
lution to  the  transportation  problems  throughout  Orange  County, 
which  now  in  population  is  bigger  than  18  States.  We  just  passed 
Senator  Bob  Dole's  Kansas  in  raw  population  figure  numbers. 

I  ask  the  subcommittee  to  please  support  an  appropriation  of  $10 
million. 

Second,  the  Transportation  Corridor  Agency,  TCA,  is  the  lead 
sponsor  of  the  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor.  This  will  comprise 
one  of  three  public  toll  roads  being  built  by  the  TCA,  a  public  agen- 
cy comprised  of  elected  county  supervisors,  city  council  members 
and  our  good  mayors. 

The  ETC  is  a  multi-regional  project.  It  is  going  to  connect  all 
those  residential  areas  you  saw  in  what  we  call  out  there  the  in- 
land empire;  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties,  with  the  job 
center  in  south  and  central  Orange  County. 

On  opening  day,  that  toll  road  will  carry  52,000  cars,  and  within 
15  years,  it  will  be  handling  up  to  116,000  cars  per  day.  It  is  not 
a  new  project  having  been  designated  by  Congress  back  in  1987  as 
a  demonstration  toll  corridor. 
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Also,  the  local  sponsors  have  already  spent  $50  million  in  locally 
generated  funds. 

I  would  respectfully  request  that  your  subcommittee  provide  $12 
million  in  budget  authority  and  $120  million  line  of  credit  for  this 
important  ETC  project. 

Now,  last,  but  by  no  means  least,  is  the  Bristol  Street  improve- 
ment project  in  Orange  County's  largest  city,  the  ail-American  City 
of  Santa  Ana,  California.  This  project  has  been  one  of  my  office's 
highest  priorities  over  the  last  three  years  to  be. 

To  be  brief,  because  I  have  some  support  here,  the  project  will 
widen  Bristol  Street,  a  major  north-south  street  in  the  middle  of 
Orange  County's  densest  area,  so  that  traffic  will  be  relieved  from 
the  north  interchanges  in  both  the  north  and  south  of  this  growing 
county. 

The  project  was  authorized  under  ISTEA  and  is  included  on  Cali- 
fornia's surface  transportation  improvement  plan. 

Here  is  the  good  news.  All  of  the  environmental  work  has  been 
completed  and  construction  is  ready  to  begin  immediately,  next 
week,  next  month.  Last  year,  the  subcommittee  reported  that  it  did 
support  the  Bristol  Street  project  and  I  would  pleased  to  request 
that  you  consider  it  for  future  funding. 

I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  Bristol  Street  improve- 
ment project  by  appropriating  $11.7  million  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  underscore  the  importance  of  this  project,  I 
would  like  to  introduce  one  of  my  congressional  district's  hardest 
working  officials,  Miguel  Pulido,  who  is  mayor  pro-tem  of  Santa 
Ana.  All  of  the  political  experts  expect  him  to  be  the  mayor  next 
year.  He  has  made  this  long  journey  out  here  many  times  to  im- 
press upon  my  staff,  me  and  this  committee  in  past  testimonies, 
the  importance  of  this  project. 

It  is  so  important  that  he  has  brought  his  lovely  wife  Laura,  with 
him.  Is  Laura  still  here?  Laura  Pulido  has  joined  the  good  mayor 
pro-tem  to  impress  upon  all  of  us  the  importance  of  widening  and 
modernizing  Bristol  Street  in  the  dead  center  of  one  of  the  highest 
and  fastest  growing  areas  in  America,  not  just  California. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  give  you  the  good  mayor  Miguel 
Pulido. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  the  Hon.  Doman  follows:] 
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Honorable  Robert  K.  Dornan 
Testimony  Before  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
Honorable  Bob  Carr,  Chairman  ; 

April  26,  1994  f 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on 
behalf  of  projects  that  will  greatly  impact  not  only  the  citizens 
of  the  46th  District  but  also  the  rest  of  Southern  California. 
In  brief,  I  am  asking  the  Committee  to  support  appropriations 
for:  the  Bristol  Street  Improvement  Project  in  Santa  Ana;  the 
Orange  County  Transportation  Authority's  (OCTA)  transitway  system 
project;  and  the  Transportation  Corridor  Agency  (TCA)  of  Orange 
County's  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  project.   These  three 
projects  are  high  priorities  for  the  citizens  of  my  district  and 
the  local  and  state  governments. 

First,  the  Bristol  Street  Improvement  Project  will  relieve 
congestion  on  some  of  the  most  travelled  highways  in  the  country. 
The  City  of  Santa  Ana,  located  in  the  heart  of  Orange  County,  is 
generally  bound  by  four  of  Orange  County's  six  major  freeways: 
State  Highways  22  and  55,  and  Interstates  5  and  405. 

Santa  Ana  is  the  county  seat  of  government  with  federal, 
state,  county  and  city  offices  within  the  civic  center  area, 
employing  more  than  12,000  people.   However,  Santa  Ana's  central 
business  and  residential  core  has  the  highest  population  below 
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the  poverty  level,  the  highest  rate  of  unemployment,  and  the 
lowest  median  income  levels  in  Orange  County. 

Santa  Ana  is  pursuing  $11.7  million  federal  support  in  order 
to  widen  Bristol  Street,  a  major  arterial  within  the  County  of 
Orange.   The  city  is  only  seeking  support  for  the  Edinger  to 
McFadden  section  of  Bristol  Street  which  comprises  less  than  one 
mile  of  the  entire  project.   The  entire  Bristol  Street 
Improvement  Project,  including  the  section  mentioned  above,  will 
impact  a  vital  north/ south  transportation  link  connecting  the 
5/22/57  interchange  in  the  north  with  Interstate  405  in  the 
south.   It  is  Santa  Ana's  highest  priority  capital  improvement 
project  over  the  next  15  years.   The  city  has  already  contributed 
over  $20  million  for  the  design  and  right-of-way  acquisition  of 
the  Edinger /McFadden  segment  of  the  project. 

Improvement  of  Bristol  Street  will  also  have  regional 
impacts  because  additional  north/south  capacity  will  be 
available,  thereby  alleviating  congestion  from  the  5/22/57 
interchange,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Orange  Crush."   More 
than  400,000  vehicles  transverse  the  "Orange  Crush"  interchange 
on  a  daily  basis,  making  it  the  nation's  fifth  busiest 
interchange.   Motorists  on  the  SR-22  freeway  can  exit  at  Bristol 
Street  and  continue  south  to  downtown  Santa  Ana  or  the  South 
Coast  Metro  area  without  using  the  Santa  Ana  freeway  (1-5)  for 
north/south  access.   And  motorists  travelling  on  405  can  use 
Bristol  Street  to  bypass  the  405/55  and  the  5/55  interchanges. 
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This  proposed  improvement  project,  which  is  listed  on  the 
California  Surface  Transportation  Improvement  Plan,  presents  a 
unique  opportunity  to  upgrade  Bristol  Street's  viability  as  a 
major  transportation  corridor  through  Santa  Ana.   All 
environmental  and  other  project  requirements  have  been  completed, 
and  the  city  is  aggressively  moving  forward  with  the  widening 
project.   Construction  can  begin  immediately  following  the 
necessary  appropriation. 

Foi.  all  of  the  above  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the 
subcommittee  to  support  an  appropriation  of  $11.7  million  for 
the  Bristol  Street  Improvement  Project  for  FY9  5. 


My  second  request  concerns  the  Orange  County  Trans itway 
System  project,  which  has  been  refined  since  the  passage  of  ISTEA 
in  1991.   My  request  includes: 

*  a  transitway  connector  to  link  high  occupancy  vehicle 
(HOV)  lanes  through  the  405/55  interchange  in  Costa 

Mesa ;  and 

*  an  intermodal  transit  facility  in  Anaheim  that  will 
improve  the  use  of  public  transportation  throughout 
Southern  California. 

N 
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This  project  is  at  the  heart  of  OCTA's  countywide  HOV  and 
transitway  system  which  is  financially  and  politically  supported 
by  the  citizens  of  Orange  County. 

The  1-405  and  Route  55  interchange  is  one  of  the  10  busiest 
interchanges  in  the  nation,  according  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  carrying  just  under  500,000  cars  per  day.   In  the 
vicinity  is  John  Wayne  International  Airport  (fifth  busiest  in 
the  nation) ,  the  South  Coast  Plaza  Shopping  Center  (which  is 
first  in  the  nation  for  annual  retail  sales) ,  the  Irvine  Business 
Complex  (housing  more  than  2,500  companies  with  114,000 
employees) ,  and  the  Orange  County  Performing  Arts  Center,  the 
performance  and  exhibition  space  for  the  County's  cultural 
organizations . 

This  project  has  already  completed  the  federal  Environmental 
Assessment  and  Alternatives  Analysis  requirements.   It  is  highly 
rated  on  cost/benefit  criteria  by  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration,  and  is  recommended  for  funding  in  the  annual 
Section  3(j)  report. 

Importantly,  the  new  transportation  network  will  be  a 
catalyst  for  increased  express  bus  service  and  usage.   At  OCTA, 
they  presently  operate  a  fleet  of  more  than  750  buses.   They  are 
in  the  process  of  redesigning  their  bus  network  and  bus 
deployment  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  transitway  system.   Tied 
into  the  transitway  system  are  major  expansions  of  the  bus  fleet, 
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park  and  ride  facilities,  and  intermodal  stations. 

The  transitway  project  will  complement  the  Anaheim 
Intermodal  Center.   Anaheim  is  a  city  of  280,000,  and  the 
facility  will  service  1-5,  the  critical  link  connecting  Mexico, 
the  U.S.  and  Canada.   In  fact,  1-5  is  undergoing  construction  to 
increase  its  capacity  by  expanding  to  10  and  in  some  places  12 
lanes.   The  Anaheim  Intermodal  Center  will  serve  bus,  private 
shuttle,  commuter  rail  and  future  urban  rail  operations.   As  a 
joint  project,  it  will  include  not  only  a  large  multi-use 
facility  with  public  park-and-ride  spaces  (catering  to  transit 
users)  but  also  a  private-use  parking  area  for  the  adjacent 
convention  center  and  businesses. 

The  OCTA's  HOV  and  transitway  project  received  $15.5  million 
in  federal  funding  for  FY94 .  The  federal  cost  component  would  be 
11  percent  of  the  total  cost. 

The  Orange  County  transitway  and  intermodal  transportation 
center  will  provide  a  cost  effective  and  efficient  transportation 
solution  to  relieve  congestion  and  the  severe  transportation 
problems  in  Southern  California.   I  ask  the  subcommittee's 
support  for  a  $10  million  appropriation  for  this  crucial  project. 


The  last  project  that  I  bring  before  you  today  is  the 
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Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  (ETC) .   This  is  an  Orange  County 
project  that,  with  the  committee's  support,  could  become  a 
national  model  for  constructing  new  toll  roads  for  other  highly 
congested  regions.   This  project  has  been  developed  by  the 
Transportation  Corridor  Agency  (TCA) ,  a  public  agency  governed  by 
elected  county  supervisors,  city  council  members  and  mayors.   The 
ETC  is  one  of  three  current  toll  road  projects  being  sponsored  by 
the  TCA. 

The  ETC  is  not  a  new  project,  having  been  designated  by 
Congress  in  1987  as  a  demonstration  toll  corridor.   In  fact,  $50 
million  in  locally  raised  funds  have  been  spent  for  preliminary 
design,  meeting  environmental  reguirements,  legal  fees,  and  right 
of  way  purchase  agreements.   Furthermore,  a  comprehensive 
financing  package  is  nearing  completion. 

As  you  know,  the  ETC  should  have  enormous  regional  impact. 
It  will  carry  52,000  cars  on  opening  day  and  up  to  116,000  cars 
in  15  years.   Obviously,  this  would  be  of  much  benefit  for  the 
citizens  of  Orange  County  who  have  no  current  options  to  avoid 
long  delays  on  our  major  roadways. 

The  regional  importance  of  ETC  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  and  the  Air 
Quality  Management  District.   In  fact,  these  groups  have  included 
ETC  in  regional  transportation  plans  for  Southern  California. 
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Specifically,  TCA  is  seeking  $12  million  in  budget  authority 
and  $120  million  line  of  credit  in  order  to  secure  financing  for 
the  project.   With  this  federal  support,  the  ETC  will  connect 
residential  areas  in  Riverside  County  with  job  centers  in  south 
and  central  Orange  County.   This  public  toll  road  will  create 
1,500  to  2,000  direct  construction  jobs  in  economically 
struggling  California;  indeed,  a  very  positive  aspect  to  this 
critical  project.   I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  TCA's 
request. 


In  conclusion,  I  would  ask  the  committee  to  give  serious 
consideration  to  the  Bristol  Street  Improvement  Project,  the  OCTA 
HOV/Intermodal  transportation  center,  and  the  ETC.   I  believe  all 
of  these  projects  will  work  together  to  ease  the  strains  on 
California's  transportation  routes.   Again,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  your  past  leadership  on  transportation  issues  and 
for  my  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  the  46th 
Congressional  District.   I  have  always  been  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  federal  government's  necessary  role  maintaining  and  improving 
our  nation's  transportation  system.   I  look  forward  to  supporting 
your  bill  when  it  comes  to  the  floor.   I  would  be  pleased  to 
entertain  any  questions. 
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Mr.  PULIDO.  Thank  you,  Congressman  and  thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  want  to  thank  the  Congressman  for  introducing  Laura.  She 
is  from  Michigan,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  when  she  learned  you 
chaired  this  committee,  she  was  very  excited. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  bring  her  up  to  the  table  here. 

Mr.  PULIDO.  She  grew  up  around  Gwinn  and  she  knows  a  lot  of 
folks  up  there  and  she  has  taken  me  there  on  occasion.  It  is  beau- 
tiful country  and  she  was  excited  to  hear  you  were  chairing  this 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  We  are  pulling  out  all  the  stops. 

Mr.  PULIDO.  As  the  Congressman  mentioned,  this  is  an  ex- 
tremely important  project  to  us.  It  goes  right  through  the  heart, 
not  only  of  our  city,  but  of  Orange  County. 

The  orange  crush  area,  where  several  freeways  meet  now,  is 
something  that  is  avoided  by  people.  This  would  alleviate  that. 

We  are  ready  to  go.  Your  committee  last  year  gave  us  honorable 
mention.  We  have  a  lot  of  local  dollars  already  allocated  and  spent 
on  the  prep  work  as  the  Congressman  mentioned.  We  have  set 
aside  the  ISTEA  money  for  this. 
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We  have  $20  million  from  future  block  grant  dollars  that  we 
have  allocated  and  a  local  half  cent  sales  tax  we  have  in  our  city, 
which  to  date  equals  $5  million,  is  as  well  set  aside. 

If  we  never  receive  another  penny  from  Congress,  with  the  $11.7 
million  that  we  are  asking  for  today,  we  will  be  able  to  build  a  por- 
tion of  the  project  which  would  on  a  stand  alone  basis  benefit  the 
whole  region.  We  are  looking  at  the  central  core  for  the  first  step. 
We  have  broken  this  up  into  segments. 

We  have  a  long-term  commitment  to  it.  It  might  take  us  several 
years  to  do  it,  but  we  are  doing  everjrthing  within  our  power  to 
make  sure  that  we  complete  it  and  complete  it  on  a  timely  basis. 

Just  to  step  back  for  a  moment,  Santa  Ana  is  the  52nd  largest 
city  in  the  United  States.  We  have  about  310,000  people  in  popu- 
lation. Sixty-five  percent  of  our  population  is  Hispanic.  Most  impor- 
tantly, I  think  out  of  the  largest  hundred  cities  in  the  country,  we 
have  the  lowest  and  youngest  median  age. 

If  I  look  back  at  all  the  work  that  we  have  done,  I  think  we  can 
find  that  we  are  right  at  the  threshold,  and  with  all  our  collective 
efforts,  the  State  supporting  us,  the  support  we  are  getting  from 
our  local  Congressman  here,  Bob  Doman,  I  think  it  underscores 
our  ability  to  work  together. 

You  are  looking  at  a  staunch  Republican  working  with  an  active 
Democrat  and  we  both  find  a  lot  of  merit  in  this  project,  and  I 
would  do  everything  I  can  on  behalf  of  our  city  to  tell  you  how  ap- 
preciative we  are,  how  important  it  is,  and  how  ready  we  are  to 
work  on  this  project  tomorrow. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Miguel  Pulido  follows:] 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  address  the  Subcommittee  on  the  benefits  of  the  Bristol 
Street  Widening  Project  in  Santa  Ana,  California.   In  addition  to  the  investment  criteria  our 
City  is  submitting  to  the  Committee,  I  would  like  to  highlight  the  following  points  which 
underscore  the  merit  of  our  transportation  project. 

■  Santa  Ana  is  the  County  seat  for  Orange  County.  It  is  the  52nd  largest  city  in  the 
United  States  with  a  population  of  310,000.  Our  demogr^hics  reflect  a  highly  diverse 
community  with  over  65%  of  hispanic  descent.  Among  the  100  largest  cities  in  the 
United  States,  Santa  Ana  has  the  youngest  population  with  a  median  age  of  26. 1  years. 

■  The  City  is  requesting  $11.7  million  for  construction  on  the  McFadden  -  Edinger 
segment.  The  segment  improvement  will  decrease  traffic  congestion  and  increase 
traffic  capacity. 

■  The  project  was  authorized  under  ISTEA  and  is  part  of  the  State  Transportation 
Improvement  Plan  (STIP). 

■  The  complete  project  will  relieve  congestion  on  the  infamous  "orange  crush"  freeway 
exchange.   It  will  serve  as  an  alternate  north/south  corridor  for  this  portion  of  the 
Orange  County  region. 

■  The  project  has  the  complete  support  of  the  City  Council,  business  and  residential 
community,  and  all  local,  state,  and  federal  elected  officials. 

We  recognize  the  myriad  of  projects  under  review  by  your  Committee.   I  am  hopeful  that  the 
investment  criteria  we  addressed  emphasizes  the  credibility  of  the  project  and  will  encourage 
you  to  include  it  for  federal  funding  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Transportation  Appropriation  bill. 

Sincerely, 


riguel  Pulido 
Mayor  Pro  Tem 


ma 
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Mr.  Carr.  Congressman  Dornan,  did  you  go  to  the  Public  Works 
Committee  relative  to  this? 

Mr.  Dornan.  I  did. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  it  is  on  track  with  them  as  well. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Mayor  Pulido  flew  out  to  testify  there  also  just  a 
few  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Pulido.  Without  my  wife. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  afraid  you  are  going  to  get  your  wife  in  the  news- 
paper here. 

Well,  that  is  helpful  to  us.  We  did  look  at  your  submission  last 
year  and  it  looked  very  promising.  And  you  have  updated  the  cri- 
teria for  us  this  year? 

Mr.  Pulido.  Yes,  we  have. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good. 

I  am  curious  about  one  thing — this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
project,  and  I  would  not  normally  raise  it  on  the  basis  of  something 
that  a  member  said  in  the  record,  although  because  a  Member  of 
the  media  has  contacted  me  about  it,  I  feel  the  need  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Sure. 

Mr.  Carr.  Not  in  any  way  to  cause  you  embarrassment.  You 
mentioned  twice  in  your  statement  how  I  had  come  out  there  and 
seen  the  traffic.  I  have  never  been  there. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Oh.  You  know  what,  then?  I  mixed  you  up  with  the 
Chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  who  flew  over  the  whole 
area  in  a  helicopter  on  a  rainy  day.  He  will  never  forget  it,  he  told 
me. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  need  to  clear  that  up  on  the  record,  because 
a  member  of  the  media  from  your  district  apparently  called  me  up, 
with  a  real  hard  edge  and  a  real  slant  about  how  this  Member  of 
Congress  had  been  treated  to  helicopter  tours  and  other  things, 
and  in  exchange  for  a  helicopter  ride,  I  gave  you  a  lot  of  money  or 
something  of  the  sort.  That  was  the  approach  of  our  friends  in  the 
media. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Good  grief. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  said,  "Well,  I  am  sorry,  no  disrespect  to  the  area,  but 
I  have  never  been  there." 

Mr.  Pulido.  For  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  never  seen 
you  before  today. 

Mr.  Dornan.  One  Democratic  confirmation  in  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Carr.  Now  that  we  have  all  the  disclaimers  out  here,  at 
some  time  I  would  like  to  visit  the  area. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Actually,  Chairman  Bevill  came  there,  and  it  was 
not  a  helicopter  ride  he  enjoyed.  It  was  a  small  chopper  on  a  very 
bad  day  and  he  kidded  us  about  wondering  whether  he  was  going 
to  live  through  that  day.  It  was  not  like  a  ride  through  Disneyland, 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  just  before,  you  heard  me  refer  to  my  good  friend 
and  colleague  by  a  wrong  first  name.  We  all  misstate  things,  and 
I  would  not  normally  try  to  highlight  something  relative  to  picking 
on  someone's  words,  but  it  did  come  up  in  a  conversation  with  a 
member  of  the  media  from  your  district,  so. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Sure. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  felt  that  the  record  needed  to  show  that  I  have  not 
been  there. 


983 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  gives  me  an  opening  and 
an  opportunity  to  be  backed  up  by  the  gracious  courtesy  of  Mayor 
Pulido.  I  know  that  you  have  traveled  around  the  country  to  look 
at  these  projects,  with  or  without  the  benefit  of  dangerous  heli- 
copter rides. 

I  am  still  trying  to  assimilate  that  as  some  sort  of  a  fun  thing 
to  do,  fly  over  residentisd  areas  in  a  small  helicopter.  But,  please, 
come  out  there  at  any  opportunity  and  I  will  turn  you  over  to  my 
best  Democratic  mayors  and  they  will  show  you  some  of  the  most 
jammed  traffic  in  the  world  and  also  some  of  the  best  local  designs 
and  approaches  to  solving  these  problems  that  I  think  are  of  bene- 
fit to  the  whole  Nation.  That  is  how  we  got  some  of  these  dem- 
onstration projects  to  begin  with. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  are  interested  in  financing  good  investment 
projects  in  transportation.  And  helicopter  rides — I  have  actually,  I 
think  now,  crossed  the  threshold  where  I  have  now  refused  more 
helicopters  rides  than  I  have  accepted. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  make  mention  of  a  news- 
paper story  this  week?  I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  talk  to  Miguel 
about  this,  but  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  has  projected  that  Califor- 
nia, in  the  next  24  years,  by  the  year  2020,  will  reach  from  its  cur- 
rent 32  million  to  48  million,  and  the  population  breakdown  will 
be  36  percent  Hispanic,  34  percent  various  ethnic  groupings  that 
we  lump  in  with  the  word  Anglo — I  don't  know  what  that  does  to 
us  Irish  folks — 20  percent  Asian,  8  percent  black,  and  a  little  less 
than  1  percent  Native  American. 

We  may  be  looking  at  a  future  governor  of  the  State  of  California 
here.  He  certainly  would  well  represent  his  Spanish  heritage;  48 
million  people.  If  we  cannot  get  help,  with  some  of  your  third  cous- 
ins coming  from  Michigan  to  California,  we  are  going  to  be  in  des- 
perate straits  soon.  So  please  consider  this  as  carefully  as  you  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will.  I  appreciate  your  testimony.  The  subcommit- 
tee thanks  you  for  being  here,  Mr.  Mayor,  and  thank  you  for  bring- 
ing your  lovely  wife,  your  lovely  Michigan  wife. 

We  are  going  to  take  a  short  recess  right  now.  I  know  that  many 
of  you  have  been  waiting  long  and  I  have  wanted  to  conclude  the 
hearings  as  quickly  as  possible,  but  we  have  a  meeting  that  has 
been  called  for  1:45,  five  minutes  ago,  to  discuss  the  602(b)  alloca- 
tions, which  is  an  important  part  of  our  process  in  determining  how 
much  money  transportation  will  have. 

So  I  would  not  want  transportation  to  be  unrepresented  at  that 
meeting  and  I  really  must  go.  So  with  your  indulgence,  we  are 
going  to  take  a  recess  until  approximately  2:30. 

Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
AMERICAN  SOCIETY  OF  CIVIL  ENGINEERS 

WITNESS 

SATOSm  OlSm,  P.E.,  chairman,  national  transportation  POL. 
ICY  COMMITTEE,  AMERICAN  SOCIETY  OF  CIVIL  ENGINEERS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  resume  our  hearing. 

I  want  to  once  again  apologize  to  our  guests,  those  who  come 
from  long  distances.  We  try  to  accommodate  you  as  best  we  can. 


984 

but  we  had  to  interrupt  our  hearings  today  for  an  important  meet- 
ing on  602(b)  allocations. 

Why  don't  we  take  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  Mr. 
Oishi.  Welcome  to  the  Committee.  We  will  include  your  statement 
in  the  record  and  ask  that  you  summarize  the  high  points. 

Mr.  OlSHl.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  this  afternoon. 

My  name  is  Satoshi  Oishi.  I  am  delighted  to  appear  before  you 
today  on  behalf  of  115,000  members  of  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers  to  discuss  the  appropriation  bill  for  transportation 
in  fiscal  year  1995. 

We  believe  that  this  key  funding  bill  will  play  a  pivotal  role  in 
meeting  the  Clinton  administration's  goal  to  boost  U.S.  infrastruc- 
ture investment.  I  am  a  past  Vice  President  of  ASCE,  which  is  the 
Nation's  oldest  international  engineering  Society.  Currently  I  am 
Chairman  of  the  Society's  National  Transportation  Policy  Commit- 
tee. I  am  Chairman  Emeritus  of  Edwards  &  Kelcey,  Inc.,  a  multi- 
disciplinary  civil  engineering  firm  that  specializes  in  transportation 
systems  planning  and  design. 

I  would  like  to  summarize  a  few  key  transportation  issues  that 
ASCE  believes  deserve  this  committee's  full  attention. 

Full  funding  for  ISTEA:  ASCE  is  and  has  been  a  strong  advocate 
for  full  funding  of  ISTEA.  The  administration  request  for  ISTEA  in 
fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  $20.3  billion  for  highways  and  $4.8  bil- 
lion for  mass  transit.  However,  given  the  right  discretionary  spend- 
ing cap  of  $542  billion  imposed  by  Congress  last  year  as  well  as  the 
upcoming  austere  budget  caps  from  1996  through  1998,  we  realize 
achieving  the  full  promise  of  ISTEA  will  be  a  challenge  for  all  of 
you. 

We  are  aware  that  ISTEA  funding  is  somewhat  jeopardized  this 
year  unless  and  until  the  issue  of  rescinding  funds  for  certain 
projects  is  resolved. 

Mr.  Wolf  Chairman,  you  have  indicated  in  March  during  Admin- 
istrator Slater's  testimony  that  436  of  the  539  special  projects  au- 
thorized by  ISTEA  have  yet  to  begin  construction  and  of  these,  231 
have  not  even  received  any  funding.  Many  of  these  projects  are 
probably  a  good  place  to  start  in  terms  of  resolving  this  funding  im- 
balance. 

I  am  certain  that  a  fair  criteria  can  be  developed  to  determine 
which  projects  are  no  longer  worthy  of  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  more  time  to  overwhelm  you  with 
a  statistical  monologue  detailing  America's  well-known  infrastruc- 
ture woes.  I  am  certain  you  understand  the  situation  as  well  as 
anyone  in  the  country.  In  the  best  of  all  worlds,  I  am  sure  we 
would  be  making  a  sufficient  investment  in  our  critical  infrastruc- 
ture system  to  maintain  it  in  good  condition. 

We  are  not  doing  that  now  and  the  needs  in  dollars  are  well  doc- 
umented. 

With  respect  to  aviation,  the  administration  has  proposed  a  $1.69 
billion  obligation  for  airport  improvement  programs  in  1995,  the 
same  as  it  was  in  1994. 

Legislation  to  authorize  funds  for  the  Airport  Improvement  pro- 
gram for  1994  and  1995  is  long  overdue.  We  realize  that  airport 
funding  is  further  augmented  by  the  passenger  facility  charges 
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which  have  gone  in  which  are  now  approved  for  collection  at  no 
fewer  than  165  airports. 

Nevertheless,  the  Society  supports  greater  investment  levels  for 
the  airport  trust  funds.  We  strongly  believe  that  greater  invest- 
ment in  our  air  transportation  infrastructure  is  necessary  to  create 
a  safer  and  more  efficient  U.S.  aviation  network. 

Research  and  innovation:  ASCE  has  long,  long  supported  greater 
support  of  education  and  research  development  related  to  infra- 
structure, facilities  and  construction  for  design  materials  construc- 
tion maintenance  and  operations  while  maintaining  the  quality  and 
engineering  and  performance  integrity. 

In  this  regard,  we  support  President  Clinton's  request  for  $692 
million  for  research  and  development  in  1995  which  is  a  14  percent 
increase  over  1994. 

ASCE  as  the  representative  body  of  the  profession  involving  pri- 
vate practitioners,  engineers  and  government  and  researchers  in 
academia  is  largely  responsible  for  the  design  and  construction  of 
the  transportation  environment  and  is  deeply  concerned  that  the 
Nation's  growing  infrastructure  needs  are  not  being  met  and  be- 
lieves that  R&D  programs  leading  to  innovation  are  vitally  impor- 
tant to  help  close  this  gap. 

In  pursuit  of  this  goal,  ASCE  itself  established  the  Civil  Engi- 
neering Research  Foundation,  called  CERF,  in  1989  to  foster  a  uni- 
fied civil  engineering  research  effort  and  to  create  a  coordinated 
R&D  program  that  involves  industry  and  the  profession  in  plan- 
ning and  conducting  appropriate  research  projects. 

CERF  recently  achieved  a  major  milestone  when  its  new  High- 
way Innovative  Technology  Evaluation  Center,  called  HITEC,  be- 
came operational  on  January  4,  1995.  HITEC  was  established 
under  a  cooperative  agreement  between  CERF  and  FHWA  and  it 
will  monitor  the  evaluation  and  performance  of  innovative  ideas 
from  industry  and  other  sources. 

High-speed  rail:  ASCE  supports  the  administration's  $32.5  mil- 
lion budget  request  for  a  demonstration  and  research  project  on 
high-speed  rail  technology.  According  to  the  Transportation  Depart- 
ment, this  funding  is  to  be  applied  to  the  development  of  cost-effec- 
tive, high-speed  technologies  compatible  with  existing  infrastruc- 
ture and  to  the  establishment  of  a  national  plan  for  high-speed 
ground  transportation. 

As  the  concept  of  the  national  transportation  system  develops, 
the  country  will  need  access  to  all  modes  of  transportation  and  we 
should  not  be  without  the — shaving  high-speed  rail  as  a  choice  in 
certain  areas. 

Two  more  things,  one  on  metrication.  In  1988,  Congress  declared 
that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  convert  to  metric 
units  by  1992.  ASCE  has  endorsed  metric  conversion  since  1876. 
We  believe  it  is  vital  for  long-term  U.S.  competitiveness  to  convert 
to  the  metric  system. 

Last  year's  transportation  appropriation  bill  contained  a  prohibi- 
tion on  the  use  of  funds  for  creating  highway  signs  using  the  met- 
ric system.  We  respectfully  request  that  the  committee  refrain  from 
including  such  a  prohibition  in  the  1995  appropriation  bill. 
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In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  ASCE  supports  the  President's 
1995  budget  request  for  the  transportation  programs,  but  we  do 
wish  it  could  have  been  at  a  higher  level  of  investment. 

We  are  particularly  supportive  of  the  proposed  increases  for  re- 
search and  innovation.  We  urge  the  committee  to  refrain  from  at- 
taching a  metric  prohibition  to  this  year's  legislation  and  ASCE  be- 
lieves strongly  that  despite  laws  that  hold  the  line  on  Federal 
spending,  more  and  more  Americans  do  support  greater  investment 
in  our  public  works  infrastructure. 

ASCE  has  undertaken  on  its  own  programs  to  help  the  American 
people  understand  this  issue  better  and  we  are  prepared  to  work 
with  you  in  any  capacity  to  achieve  our  common  objectives. 

I  thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Satoshi  Oishi  follows:] 
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Good  afternoon  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.  My  name 
is  Satoshi  Oishi.  I  am  a  past  Vice-President,  and  current  Chairman  of 
the  National  Transportation  Policy  Committee  of  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers.  I  am  also  Chairman-Emeritus  of  Edwards  &  Kelcey, 
Inc.,  a  Livingston,  NJ  based  multidisciplinary  civil  engineering  firm 
that  specializes  in  transportation  systems  planning  and  design.  I  am 
delighted  to  be  here  today  to  discuss  FY  1995  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  related  transportation  agencies.  This 
key  funding  bill  will  play  a  pivotal  role  in  meeting  the  Clinton 
Administration's  goal  to  boost  U.S.  infrastructure  investment. 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers 

The  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers  (ASCE) ,  founded  in  1852, 
is  the  oldest  national  engineering  society  in  the  United  States. 
Membership,  held  by  more  than  115,000  individual  professional 
engineers,  is  about  equally  divided  among  engineers  in  private 
practice;  engineers  working  for  federal,  state  and  local  governments; 
and  those  employed  in  research  and  academia.  The  Society's  major  goals 
are  to  develop  engineers  who  will  improve  technology  and  apply  it  to 
further  the  objectives  of  society  as  a  whole,  to  promote  the  dedication 
and  technical  capability  of  its  members  and  to  advance  the  profession 
of  civil  engineering. 

Full  Funding  of  ISTEA 

ASCE,  as  both  a  singular  organization  and  an  original  Steering 
Committee  Member  of  the  Rebuild  America  Coalition  -  which  now  includes 
57  national  organizations  -  is  a  strong  advocate  for  full  funding  of 
the  six-year,  $155  billion  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991,  P.L.  102-240,  or  ISTEA.  The  Administration's  request  for 
ISTEA  in  FY  1995  -  $20.3  billion  for  highways  and  $4.8  billion  for  mass 
transit  -  is  just  under  the  authorized  amounts  in  P.L.  102-240. 
However,  given  the  tight  discretionary  spending  cap  of  $542  billion  in 
FY  1995  imposed  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993 
(103-66) ,  as  well  as  equally  austere  budget  caps  in  fiscal  years  1996, 
1997  and  1998,  achieving  the  full  promise  of  ISTEA  will  be  a  challenge 
for  lawmakers. 

Nevertheless,  we  are  concerned  that  the  $18.3  billion  in  core 
ISTEA  program  funding  proposed  by  the  President  is  in  jeopardy  because 
of  the  Administration's  reluctance  to  submit  a  rescission  package  to 
Congress.  This  situation  has  created  a  $400  million  imbalance  in  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHwA)  budget  request,  according  to 
the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) ,  which  may  necessitate  reductions 
in  FY  1995  highway  obligations  of  as  much  as  $2.7  billion.  As  you 
indicated  on  March  8th  during  Administrator  Slater's  testimony,  Mr. 
Chairman,  436  of  the  539  special  projects  authorized  by  ISTEA  have  yet 
to  begin  construction  and  231  have  not  received  any  funding  whatsoever. 
Many  of  these  projects  are  probably  good  places  to  start  in  terms  of 
resolving  this  funding  imbalance.  I  am  certain  that  fair  criteria  can 
be  developed  to  determine  which  projects  are  no  longer  worthy  of 
consideration. 
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Pressing  Infrastructure  Needs 

The  Nation's  surface  tramsportation  infrastructxire  needs  are 
certainly  well  known  to  this  committee.  Based  on  1991  data  submitted 
by  FHwA  to  Congress  in  1993,  234,000  miles  of  arterial  and  collector 
roads  were  rated  as  "poor"  or  "mediocre"  and  approximately  118,500  of 
the  nation's  575,000  bridges  were  rated  as  structurally  deficient. 
With  respect  to  transit,  40%  of  urbem  rail  infrastructvire  was  reported 
in  less  than  good  condition. 

This  same  report  estimated  the  cost  of  eliminating  the  various 
infrastructure  deficiencies  to  be  a  staggering  $290  billion,  while 
maintaining  1991  conditions  amd  performance  on  highways,  bridges  and 
transportation  systems  was  put  at  $55.5  billion  per  year.  Moreover,  to 
improve  these  conditions  to  a  "moderate"  performance  level  would  cost 
an  estimated  $73.7  billion  annually.  The  Administration's  total 
request  for  transportation  in  FY  1995  is  $39.7  billion.  It  is 
estimated  that  by  2005,  traffic  delays  caused  by  inadequate  roads  will 
cost  the  nation  $50  billion  per  year  in  lost  wages  and  wasted  fuel. 
FHwA  puts  the  current  estimate  for  lost  time  and  fuel  in  urban  areas  at 
$39  billion  per  year. 

Aviation 

America's  aviation  system  is  a  key  component  of  the  nation's 
transportation  infrastructure.  The  Administration's  $8.8  billion  FY 
1995  funding  request  for  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  is 
$162  million,  or  1.9%  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  level.  Within  this 
overall  request,  there  is  a  proposed  $1.69  billion  obligation 
limitation  for  Airport  Improvement  Prograun  (AIP)  grants,  the  saune  level 
as  enacted  for  FY  1994.  While  recognizing,  1)  that  the  reauthorization 
legislation  for  the  AIP  required  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  is  long 
overdue  and,  2)  that  airport  funding  is  further  augmented  by  the 
passenger  facility  charges  (PFCs) ,  which  are  now  approved  for 
collection  at  no  fewer  than  165  airports,  ASCE,  nevertheless,  supports 
higher  investment  levels  from  the  AIP.  The  FAA  recently  estimated  that 
58  airports  will  suffer  from  "serious  congestion"  by  the  year  2000,  up 
from  16  in  1986.  Currently,  23  large  airports  experience  at  least 
20,000  hours  of  airline  flight  delay  each  year.  ASCE  strongly  believes 
that  greater  investment  in  our  air  transport  infrastructure  will  be 
necessary  to  create  a  safer  and  more  efficient  U.S.  aviation  network. 

Research  and  Innovation 

ASCE  has  a  long-standing  position  in  support  of  greater  education, 
research  and  development  related  to  infrastructure  facilities  to  foster 
innovation  and  increase  productivity  in  design,  materials, 
construction,  maintenance  and  operations  while  maintaining  engineering 
quality  and  structural  integrity. 

In  this  regard,  we  support  the  Clinton  Administration's  FY  1995 
request  of  $692  million  for  research  and  development  (R&D) ,  a  14% 
increase  over  FY  1994.    This  figure  includes  $289  million  for 
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Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems  (IVHS)  and  $267  million  for  FAA 
research.  Moreover,  in  response  to  the  1993  Report  Hiah-Performance 
Construction  Materials  and  Systems:  An  Essential  Program  for  America 
and  Its  Infrastructure,  which  was  cooperatively  developed  by  ASCE,  the 
Civil  Engineering  Research  Foundation  and  other  organizations,  this 
year's  R&D  budget  contains  funding  for  research  in  high  performance 
steel  and  concrete  in  bridges.  Given  the  difficulty  in  boosting 
capital  infrastructure  investments  in  this  era  of  austere  budgets  at 
all  levels  of  government,  it  is  essential  to  increase  productivity  and 
reduce  costs  through  the  development  of  innovative  design,  materials, 
construction,  maintenance  and  operation  techniques. 

Civil  Engineering  Research  Foundation 

Increasing  public  interest  in,  and  reducing  obstacles  to 
innovation  is  a  formidable  task.  ASCE,  as  the  representative  body  of 
the  profession  largely  responsible  for  the  design  and  construction  of 
the  manmade  environment,  is  deeply  concerned  about  the  nation's  growing 
infrastructure  needs  and  believes  that  R&D  programs  leading  to 
innovation  are  vitally  important  to  help  close  the  gap.  In  pursuit  of 
this  goal,  ASCE  established  the  Civil  Engineering  Research  Foundation 
(CERF)  in  1989  to  foster  a  unified  civil  engineering  research  effort 
and  create  a  coordinated  R&D  program  that  both  addresses  industry  and 
profession  needs  and  involves  industry  and  the  profession  in  planning 
and  conducting  appropriate  research  projects.  CERF  is  now  working  with 
government,  industry  and  academia  to  develop  and  finance  new 
cooperative  research  initiatives  in  the  infrastructure  area. 

A  major  focus  of  CERF's  activities  is  to  assist  practitioners  in 
moving  research  findings  into  practice.  Accordingly,  CERF  has 
undertaken  numerous  initiatives  to  attack  existing  barriers  to 
innovation,  both  technical  and  institutional  in  nature.  Likewise,  it 
"coordinates  and  integrates"  the  diverse  elements  of  the  design, 
construction  and  civil  engineering  communities  to  plan  and  conduct 
collaborative  research  to  solve  high  priority  real  world  needs. 

In  that  context,  CERF  recently  achieved  a  major  milestone  when  its 
new  Highway  Innovative  Technology  Evaluation  Center  (HITEC)  became 
operational  on  January  4,  1994.  As  a  service  center  of  CERF,  HITEC 
will  evaluate  new  and  innovative  products  for  the  highway  and  bridge 
markets.  Working  with  a  variety  of  public  and  private  sector 
organizations,  it  will  serve  as  a  national  clearinghouse  for  a  wide 
range  of  technologies  which  have  application  to  all  phases  of  the 
construction  process  -  design,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance. 
Established  under  a  cooperative  agreement  between  CERF  and  the  FHwA, 
HITEC  illustrates  the  kind  of  public-private  sector  collaboration  CERF 
promotes . 

High  Speed  Rail 

ASCE  supports  the  Administration's  $32.5  million  FY  1995  budget 
request  for  a  demonstration  and  research  program  on  high-speed  rail 
technologies.   According  to  DOT  this  funding  is  be  applied  to  the 
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development  of  "cost-effective,  high-speed  technologies  compatible  with 
existing  infrastructure"  and  to  establishment  of  a  national  plan  for 
high-speed  ground  transportation. 

ASCE  supports  the  development,  construction  and  commercialization 
of  high  speed  ground  transportation  (HSGT)  systems  in  the  United 
States.   Near-term  development  goals  include: 

•  conducting  economic  and  technological  research; 

•  demonstrating  advancements  in  HSGT; 

•  establishing  a  comprehensive  policy  for  the  development  of 
such  systems  and  the  effective  integration  of  the  various 
HSGT  technologies; 

•  minimizing  the  long-term  risks  of  investors;  and 

•  seeking  out  private  sector  involvement  in  the  initiation, 
development  and  commercialization  of  HSGT  systems. 

Metrication 

The  1988  Omnibus  and  Competitiveness  Act,  PL  100-418,  declared 
that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  convert  to  metric  (SI) 
units  by  1992.  This  provision  was  supported  by  ASCE.  Since  1876,  ASCE 
has  supported  the  implementation  of  the  metric  standard  in  order  to 
achieve  international  uniformity  of  measurements.  ASCE  believes  that 
it  is  vital  for  long-term  U.S.  competitiveness  to  convert  to  the  metric 
systems . 

Last  year's  transportation  appropriations  bill  (P.L.  103-122) 
contained  an  ill-advised  prohibition  on  the  use  of  funds  for  creating 
highway  signs  using  the  metric  system.  We  respectfully  request  that 
the  committee  refrain  from  including  a  metric  prohibition  on  the  FY 
1995  appropriations  bill.  Enactment  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade 
Agreement  last  year  points  to  the  continuing  integration  of  our 
transportation  infrastructure  with  the  global  economy  and  further 
underscores  ASCE's  position  on  this  issue. 

Public  Information 

ASCE  has  dedicated  considerable  Society  time  and  resources  to 
educating  decision-makers,  editorial  boards  and  the  public  about  the 
importance  of  properly  maintaining  and  investing  in  our  vital  public 
works  infrastructure.  Just  last  month  ASCE  bought  advertising  space  in 
the  infrastructure  supplement  of  The  Washington  Post  to  further 
disseminate  our  message.  This  public  information  piece  is  the  last 
page  of  my  testimony.  Citizens  who  contact  ASCE  in  response  to  our 
public  information  campaigns  receive  a  colorful  brochure  which 
succinctly  describes  America's  infrastructure  challenge. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  ASCE  supports  the  President's  FY  1995 
Budget  Request  for  transportation  programs,  but  we  do  wish  it  could 
have  been  at  a  higher  level  of  investment.   We  are  particularly 
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supportive  of  the  proposed  increases  for  research  and  innovation.  We 
urge  the  committee  to  refrain  from  attaching  a  metric  prohibition  to 
this  year's  legislation. 

ASCE  believes  strongly  that,  despite  pressure  (and  laws)  to  hold 
the  line  on  federal  spending,  the  American  people  in  growing  numbers 
support  greater  investment  in  our  public  works  infrastructure.  ASCE 
has  undertaken  programs  to  help  the  American  people  better  understand 
this  issue.  We  are  prepared  to  work  with  you  in  any  capacity  to 
achieve  our  common  objectives. 

I  would  be  delighted  to  respond  to  any  questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Where  would  you  cut?  What  would  you  do?  You  were  for  more 
of  this  and  more  of  this  category.  You  want  to  go  on  Maglev,  I 
would  venture  to  guess  that  most  of  your  members  would  not  be 
in  favor  of  a  tax  increase,  you  are  not  in  keeping  with  where  the 
American  people  are  as  far  as  increasing  gasoline  taxes.  I  under- 
stand a  lot  of  your  concerns  but  you  just  want  to  go  all  the  way. 

It  just  doesn't  seem  to  be  realistic,  but  I  do  thank  you  for  your 
time  very  much. 

Mr.  OlSHl.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
ORANGE  COUNTY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  RON  PACKARD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

STAN  OFTELIE,  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  ORANGE  COUNTY  TRANS- 
PORTATION AUTHORITY 

WILLLAM  CRAYCRAFT,  MEMBER,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  FOOTHILL/ 
EASTERN  TRANSPORTATION  CORRIDOR  AGENCY 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Congressman  Ron  Packard, 
a  good  friend  of  this  Subcommittee  and  a  member  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

Mr.  Packard.  I  would  like  to — thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Wolf.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  be- 
fore your  subcommittee.  We  have  been  having  hearings  in  our  sub- 
committee all  day,  too. 

I  am  here  to  introduce  two  very  important  representatives  of 
agencies  that  will  be  testifjdng  this  afternoon  for  the  Orange  Coun- 
ty Transportation  Authority,  OCTA.  Stan  Oftelie,  the  Chief  Execu- 
tive Officer  of  that  agency,  will  be  testifying  and  William  Craycraft, 
a  former  mayor  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Transportation  Corridor  Agencies,  TCA,  will  be  testifying  on  the 
Foothill/Eastern  Corridors,  which  are  a  part  of  three  toll  corridors 
in  south  Orange  County  that  are  extremely  important. 

I  am  very  supportive  of  these  projects  that  they  will  be  testif3dng 
to  and  am  grateful  that  they  are  here. 

I  ask  that  in  marking  up  your  bill,  that  you  would  avoid  any  lan- 
guage that  would  prohibit  any  agency  from  applying  for  funding. 

There  are  several  agencies  that  I  am  sure  will  be  anxious  to 
make  application  for  some  funding  through  your  bill  and  I  hope 
that  you  will  not  have  prohibitive  language  that  wouldn't  allow 
them  to  do  so.  I  support  the  projects  that  these  two  gentlemen  will 
be  testifying  on  behalf  of  and  hope  this  committee  will  give  them 
important  consideration. 

They  are  extremely  important  to  unlock  the  gridlock  in  Orange 
County.  Much  of  it  will  be  private  moneys,  and  I  can't  think  of  a 
better  way  for  us  to  go.  In  fact,  I  think  it  is  a  direction  that  this 
country  and  this  Congress  is  going  to  have  to  look  more  and  more 
toward,  in  order  to  fund  the  vast  amounts  of  additional  highways 
anchor  doors  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  build  to  accommodate 
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the  need,  and  private  money,  private  projects,  toll  roads  and  other 
concepts  that  will  allow  us  to  use  moneys  that  are  not  coming  out 
of  the  Federal  Treasury  may  be  the  best  way  to  go,  and  this  is  a 
great  example  of  that. 

You  have  been  extremely  cooperative  and  helpful  in  getting  us  to 
this  point,  and  we  hope  you  will  continue. 

Mr.  Carr.  Welcome. 

We  would  like  to  receive  your  testimony.  Your  full  statements 
will  be  included  in  the  records.  We  ask  that  you  summarize  the 
high  points  of  your  request. 

Mr.  Craycraft.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  be- 
half of  the  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  today.  If  I  may — not  to 
be  outdone — my  11-year-old  son  has  been,  as  long  as  he  has  been 
able  to  read  the  sports  page,  a  great  fan  of  the  University  of  Michi- 
gan and  hopes  to  play  football  for  the  Wolverines  in  the  future. 

I  am  Bill  Craycraft,  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Foothill  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  Agency  located  in  Orange 
County,  California.  The  agency  was  created  by  the  California  Legis- 
lature in  1986. 

The  TCA  was  formed  to  plan,  finance  and  build  and  operate 
three  public  toll  roads  in  southern  California.  A  part  of  the  first 
TCA  toll  road,  the  Foothill  Corridor,  a  segment  of  that  opened  last 
October  1993  and  the  traffic  on  that,  the  usage  of  that,  has  far  sur- 
passed what  was  planned  for  or  projected. 

The  San  Joaquin  Hills  Transportation  Corridor  is  under  con- 
struction with  completion  scheduled  for  March  1997.  The  third  toll 
road  that  we  plan  to  build  is  the  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor, 
the  focus  of  my  testimony  today. 

Let  me  explain  how  $9.6  million  in  Federal  budget  authority  en- 
abled our  agency  to  attract  more  than  $1  billion  in  private  capital. 
Congress  created  the  line  of  credit  authority  in  October  of  1992. 
Just  five  months  later,  the  TCA  sold  $1.2  billion  in  tax-exempt 
bonds  to  construct  the  San  Joaquin  Corridor. 

Work  on  final  design  started  the  next  day  and  actual  construc- 
tion six  months  later.  It  is  possible  that  when  the  road  opens,  we 
may  not  need  to  access  that  line  of  credit,  but  the  $9.6  million  in 
budget  authority  alone  was  a  key  element  in  leveraging  more  than 
$1.2  billion  from  private  investors.  Using  this  type  of  leveraging, 
we  were  able  to  leverage  120  to  1,  $1.5  billion  to  $12  million  with 
this  project. 

Using  the  same  philosophy  and  line  of  credit  on  the  Eastern 
Transportation  Corridor,  this  line  of  credit  legislation  is  the  kind 
of  innovative  funding  approach  to  new  highway  construction  using 
less  Federal  tax  dollars. 

I  appreciate  your  attention.  I  hope  you  will  carefully  consider 
providing  a  line  of  credit  for  the  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor. 
I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  William  Craycraft  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  William  Craycraft,  Member,  Board  of  Directors 
Foothill/Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  Agency 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  you  on  the  Eastern  Transportation  Corridor. 

My  name  is  William  Craycraft.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Foothill/Eastern  Transportation  Corridor  Agencey, 
located  in  Orange  County,  California. 

The  Transportation  Corridor  Agency — or  the  "TCA"  as  I  will  refer  to 
it  in  my  testimony — is  a  public  agency.  It  was  created  by  the 
California  Legislature  in  1986.  It  is  governed  by  a  board  of 
directors  whose  members  are  elected  officials — three  county 
supervisors  and  11  mayors  and  councilmembers  from  various  cities  in 
the  county. 

The  TCA  was  formed  to  plan,  finance,  build  and  operate  three  public 
toll  roads.  The  TCA  works  closely  with  the  California  Department  of 
Transportation  because  the  three  roads  have  been  designated  by  the 
California  Legislature  as  state  highways.  The  highways  become  the 
property  of  the  state  of  California  upon  opening  and  are  maintained 
by  Caltrans;  the  TCA  is  responsible  for  collecting  the  tolls. 
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In  the  Surface  Transportation  and  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1987 
these  projects,  and  five  others  throughout  the  nation,  were 
designated  by  Congress  as  demonstration  toll  corridors. 

A  part  of  the  first  TCA  toll  road  opened  on  October  16,  1993.  It  is 
the  Foothill  Corridor,  the  first  toll  road  built  in  modern 
California  history.  The  road  is  fully  operational  and  traffic  is 
increasing  steadily. 

The  majority  of  the  funds  for  construction  of  the  Foothill  Corridor 
were  raised  locally.  The  source  of  those  funds  is  a  one-time  fee 
that  is  levied  on  construction  of  new  homes,  apartments  and 
commercial  and  industrial  properties. 

A  second  toll  road,  the  San  Joaquin  Hills  Transportation  Corridor, 
is  now  under  construction.  It  is  expected  to  be  finished  in  March 
of  1997. 

The  third  toll  road  our  Agency  plans  to  build  is  the  Eastern 
Transportation  Corridor. 

To  date,  the  TCA  has  invested  just  under  $50  million  toward  the 
planning,  design  and  permitting  for  the  Eastern  Corridor.  This  23- 
mile  long  facility  will  connect  northern  Orange  County  and  western 
Riverside  County  to  job  centers  at  the  Orange  County  Airport  and 
the  Irvine  Spectrum  Business  Complex,  where  more  than  150,000 
people  are  employed. 
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We  expect  to  receive  federal  environmental  approval  for  the  Eastern 
Corridor  in  July  of  this  year. 

We  hope  that  the  state  of  California  will  contribute  up  to  $80 
million  in  gasoline  tax  revenues  for  construction  of  the  Eastern 
Corridor.  However,  the  weakness  of  the  California  economy  continues 
to  negatively  impact  all  state  revenues.  Also,  the  effect  of  the 
Los  Angeles  earthquake  on  highway  construction  funding  needs  may 
impair  the  ability  of  the  state  to  provide  those  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  now  explain  how  $9.6  million  dollars  in 
federal  budget  authority  enabled  our  Agency  to  attract  more  than  $1 
billion  in  private  capital. 

The  San  Joaquin  Hills  Corridor,  which  I  mentioned  earlier,  will 
open  in  1997.  We  know  from  the  experience  of  other  toll  roads  in 
other  parts  of  the  nation  that  the  first  few  years  of  operation  are 
the  most  critical,  from  a  revenue  standpoint. 

To  address  this  situation,  we  worked  with  the  Congress  in  1992  to 
create  a  Line  of  Credit  authority.  It  provides  that  once  open,  the 
San  Joaquin  Corridor  may  borrow,  at  30-year  Treasury  bond  rates,  up 

to  $24  million  per  year  for  five  years  if and  only  if--  revenues 

are  not  sufficient  to  repay  construction  bonds. 

The  $9.6  million  in  current  budget  authority  was  deemed  by  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  and  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  as 
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sufficient  to  cover  the  present  value  of  the  risk  of  the  potential 
loan  amount,  which  totals  $120  million  dollars. 

Congress  created  the  Line  of  Credit  authority  in  October  of  1992. 
Just  five  months  later,  the  TCA  sold  $1.2  billion  in  tax-exempt 
bonds  to  construct  the  San  Joaquin  Corridor.  Work  on  final  design 
started  the  next  day,  and  actual  construction  began  six  months 
later. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  entirely  possible  that  when  our  road 
finally  opens,  we  may  not  need  to  access  the  Line  of  Credit  at 
all. each  year.  But  the  $9.6  million  in  budget  authority  alone  was 
a  key  element  in  leveraging  more  than  $1.2  billion  from  private 
investors  to  build  a  14-mile,  six-lane  highway  in  southern 
California.  It  will  provide  significant  traffic  relief  to 
Interstate  5,  one  of  the  nation's  most  heavily  travelled  highways, 
and  it  will  provide  a  $5  billion  economic  stimulus  to  the  southern 
California  economy. 

By  creating  a  $120  million  Line  of  Credit  and  allocating 
approximately  $12  million  dollars  in  budget  authority,  I  am 
confident  that  we  can  again  access  the  capital  markets  and  sell  the 
$1.5  billion  in  bonds  that  will  fund  construction  of  the  Eastern 
Corridor. 


The  Line  of  Credit  legislation  is  precisely  the  kind  of  innovative 
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approach  to  highway  funding  foreseen  by  ISTEA  that  will  provide 
more  new  highway  construction  for  fewer  federal  dollars.  It  is  also 
consistent  with  the  President's  Executive  Order  of  January  26  of 
this  year,  in  which  he  directed  federal  agencies  to,  "seek  private 
sector  participation  in  infrastructure  investment  and  management." 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  I  appreciate  your  attention.  I  hope  you 
will  carefully  consider  providing  a  line  of  credit  for  the  Eastern 
Transportation  Corridor. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

## 

For  more  information  contact: 

Michael  Stockstill,  Director  of  Public  Affairs 
Transportation  Corridor  Agencies  (714)513-3402 

William  Ferguson,  The  Ferguson  Company 
Washington  DC  (202)331-8500 
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Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  want  to  join  in? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  The  Orange  County  Transportation  Authority 
brings  you  a  portion  of  a  $3  bilHon  transitway  project  in  Orange 
County.  Of  this  program,  89  percent  is  locally  funded. 

We  are  asking  you  to  participate  in  funding  about  11  percent  of 
the  overall  program,  sort  of  a  reversal  of  the  way  programs  are 
brought  to  you.  Moneys  are  cobbled  together  from  a  variety  of 
places  in  the  State  of  California,  a  local  option  sales  tax,  money 
generated  from  private  firms. 

The  cities  put  together  a  program  that  will  cover  a  50-mile 
transitway  system  on  the  freeways  of  Orange  County.  Two  ele- 
ments of  it  are  being  brought  to  you  specifically  for  a  Section  New 
Start  program,  first  a  connection  at  the  55/405  Freeway.  There  are 
two  other  transitway  connections  going  on  in  Orange  County,  free- 
way-to-freeway car  pool  lanes,  but  the  third  element  of  it  that  is 
needed  is  a  connection  on  the  55/405. 

Although  Congressman  Doman  has  views  on  which  are  the  busi- 
est interchanges  of  the  United  States,  we  are  not  sure  which  one 
is  on  a  per-hour  or  per-day  or  peak-period  basis.  We  know  that  on 
every  measure  at  least  four  of  the  ten  busiest  intersections  are  in 
the  United  States  or  in  Orange  County,  and  one  is  the  55/405 
where  we  are  targeting  this  project. 

We  anticipate  that  over  a  24-hour  period  every  day  of  the  year, 
500,000  cars  go  through  this  particular  interchange.  We  don't  think 
that  qualifies  as  one  of  the  10  busiest,  but  that  certainly  is  one  of 
the  most  congested  we  have  in  the  United  States. 

Another  element,  we  have  this  project  that  is  unique  is  the  inter- 
modal  facility  that  we  are  proposing  in  the  Anaheim  area.  This 
would  be  a  $223  million  facility.  It  would  be  the  largest  facility  of 
its  kind  in  the  United  States,  perhaps  in  the  world.  It  would  be  a 
project  that  would  allow  an  intermodal  connection  for  buses,  free- 
ways, connection  car  pool  lanes. 

We  think  it  will  tie  in  the  rail  systems  in  the  future,  but  most 
importantly,  the  revenue  from  this  facility,  $7  million  to  $9  million 
a  year,  will  generate  revenue  to  operate  our  bus  system  and  reduce 
local  dependence  on  long-term  operating  costs. 

We  recognize  there  will  eventually  be  reductions  in  Federal 
money  for  transit  systems,  but  we  are  taking  steps  at  this  time  to 
try  to  find  ways  locally  to  generate  that  replacement  revenue. 

By  building  a  major  facility  that  has  a  parking  capacity  next  to 
the  Westcot  facility,  the  expansion  of  Disneyland.  We  feel  we  will 
be  able  to  create  a  revenue-generating  facility.  In  every  way,  this 
project  will  be  locally  and  publicly  owned.  It  will  be  operating  the 
buses  that  we  expect  to  run  on  the  completed  transitway  system 
and  provide  benefits  for  car  pool  lanes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  asking  for  $10  million  to  purchase  right- 
of-way  and  continue  design  activity  on  these  2  elements  of  this  $3 
billion  system.  Last  year  you  appropriated  $15.5  million  for  the 
project.  As  we  continue  the  design  process,  $10  million  in  the  next 
12  months  would  be  our  request. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Stan  Oftelie  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Stan  Oftelie,  Chief  Executive  Officer 

Orange  County  Transportation  Authority 

before  the 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

April  26,  1994 

Thank  you  Chairman  Carr  and  distinguished  committee  members  for  allowing  me  once 
again  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  Orange  County  Transitway  System  project.  I  testified 
before  you  last  year  and  from  your  bill  and  the  subsequent  Conference  Committee  we 
were  appropriated  $15.5  million  for  our  project  That  money  was  for  engineering  design 
and  initial  purchase  of  right-of-way.  This  year,  we  seek  only  $10  million  more  to 
purchase  right-of-way  while  we  continue  with  our  design  activity. 

This  project  is  Orange  County  Transportation  Authority's  top  priority  for  federal  dollars. 
We  are  a  multipurpose  agency  providing  transportation  improvements  for  more  than  one 
million  drivers  and  mobility  for  more  than  100,000  transit  riders  every  day. 

Our  funding  request  is  made  under  Section  3  New  Starts  of  the  Federal  Transit  Act.  It 
is  for  two  specific  portions  of  our  Orange  County  transitway  system.  We  seek  federal 
funding  for: 

1)  a  transitway  connector  to  link  high  occupancy  vehicle  (HOV)  lanes  through  a  major 
freeway  interchange,  Interstate  405  with  State  Route  55  in  Costa  Mesa,  and 

2)  an  intermodal  transit  facility  in  Anaheim,  with  supplemental  parking  that  can  generate 
sustainable  revenues  for  ongoing  transit  development. 

A  multiyear  funding  request  for  this  same  project  has  been  presented  to  the  Surface 
Transportation  Subcommittee  of  Public  Works.  We  understand  that  we  need  to  seek 
both  annual  appropriation  and  ongoing  authorization. 

In  Orange  County,  we  have  passed  a  half-cent  local  sales  tax  dedicated  to  transportation 
improvements.  We  are  using  this  money  to  secure  bond  revenues,  which  when 
combined  with  more  traditional  revenues,  make  our  OCTA  budget  this  year  more  than 
$600  million.  Using  such  funding  and  leverage  we  are  very  far  along  in  building  a  $3 
billion  transitway  and  HOV  lane  system  on  our  freeways  countywide.  We  have  more  than 
50  miles  of  HOV  lanes  in  operation  and  an  equal  amount  in  construction  and  planning. 

At  the  heart  of  this  system  is  our  transitway  project,  barrier  separated  and  elevated  for 
direct  connectors  through  freeway  interchanges.  Two  of  the  three  planned  freeway-to- 
freeway  transitway  interchanges  are  fully  funded  and  under  construction.  For  the  third 
interchange  to  be  sensed  by  transitway  connectors  and  surface  street  drop  ramps,  we 
seek  federal  participation. 

Let  me  acquaint  you  with  the  l-405/Route  55  interchange  where  this  project  is  to  occur. 
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This  is  one  of  the  10  busiest  interchanges  in  the  nation  according  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  carrying  just  under  500,000  cars  per  day.  in  the  immediate  vicinity  are 
John  Wayne  Airport,  which  is  the  nation's  fifth  busiest  airport.  South  Coast  Plaza 
shopping  center,  which  leads  the  nation  in  annual  retail  sales,  Irvine  Business  Complex, 
housing  more  than  2.500  companies  vyrth  114,000  employees,  and  Orange  County 
Performing  Arts  Center,  the  count/s  cultural  center. 

This  part  of  the  transitway  system  project  has  been  submitted  through  the  federal 
Environmental  Assessment  and  Alternatives  Analysis  process,  is  highly  rated  on 
cost/benefit  criteria  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  and  standing  alone,  v^thout  the 
intermodal  center,  was  recommended  for  funding  in  the  annual  Section  30)  report. 

The  transitway  and  HOV  lanes  provide  the  necessary  infrastructure  to  relieve  traffic 
congestion  and  improve  air  quality  in  our  busy  region,  a  county  that  is  home  to  2.5 
million  people,  one  of  every  100  U.S.  citizens.  The  new  transitway/HOV  network  will  be 
a  catalyst  for  increased  express  bus  service.  We  are  in  the  process  of  redesigning  our 
bus  network  and  bus  deployment,  including  the  750  buses  we  currently  operate,  to  take 
full  advantage  of  the  commuting  time  savings  brought  by  the  transitway  and  HOV  lanes. 
Also,  tied  into  the  transitway  system  are  major  expansions  of  our  bus  fleet,  park  and  ride 
facilities,  and  intermodal  stations. 

The  complement  to  the  transitway  project  included  in  our  Section  3  grant  request  is  the 
Intermodal  Transportation  Center,  located  in  Anaheim,  the  second  largest  city  in  Orange 
County  with  a  population  of  300,000.  The  facility  is  adjacent  to  Interstate  5,  the  north- 
south  spine  between  Mexico  and  Canada.  1-5  is  being  rebuilt  as  a  10-  and  12-Iane 
facility.  The  intermodal  center  will  serve  bus,  private  shuttle,  commuter  rail  and  future 
urban  rail  operations. 

As  a  joint  project,  the  intermodal  center  will  include  a  12,000-space  public  parking  facility. 
Parking  will  be  available  to  transit  users,  park-and-ride,  and  visitors  to  Westcot  resort 
planned  by  the  Walt  Disney  Company  adjacent  to  the  original  Disneyland,  the  Anaheim 
Convention  Center,  nearby  hotels  and  businesses.  The  parking  structure  will  be  above 
the  Intermodal  Transportation  Center  and  will  be  fully  owned  by  OCTA.  It  is  expected 
to  generate  $7  million  to  $9  million  per  year  of  revenue,  available  for  expenditure  on 
transit  decades  into  the  future. 

Because  of  the  economic  potential  of  the  planned  Wescot  development  and  the 
intermodal  center,  the  State  of  California  has-<ommitted  $30  million.  Our  board  has 
encumbered  $32  million  and  Disney  and  the  City  of  Anaheim  are  getting  closer  to  an 
agreement  on  Westcot  that  will  allow  them  together  to  commit  $30  million  for  this  project 
site. 

Along  with  this  testimony,  I  present  to  you  our  update  for  Fiscal  Year  '95  in  response  to 
your  investment  criteria. 

Let  me  now  summarize  a  few  of  the  main  benefits  of  this  project: 


• 
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The  total  cost  to  complete  Orange  County's  transitway  network  is  estimated  at  $3 
billion.  State  programmed  and  local  funds  comprise  89  percent  or  $2.7  billion  of 
the  expenditures.  Federal  Section  3  dollars  are  requested  to  fund  the  remaining 
11  percent  or  $318  million. 

•  For  this  project,  only  a  portion  of  the  overall  Orange  County  transitway  system, 
federal  funding  represents  67  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  S472  million.  Federal 
funding  will  be  capped.  A  combination  of  state,  local  and  private  funds  is  planned 
to  finance  the  balance. 

•  The  transitway  project  meets  four  major  objectives:  It  reduces  congestion  and 
improves  air  quality.  It  increases  the  person-carrying  capacity  of  the 
transportation  system.  It  improves  safety.  And,  uniquely,  it  generates  revenues 
for  auxiliary  transit  improvements.  We  think  that  is  a  great  package. 

•  We  have  numbers  also  for  job  creation,  1500  short  term  and  400  long-term,  for 
energy  conservation,  a  savings  of  1.7  million  gallons  worth  $2.1  million  per  year, 
for  cost  of  productive  time  lost  while  stuck  in  traffic,  $1 1 . 1  million  in  savings  per 
year. 

•  Orange  County  is  within  an  air  basin  that  is  the  only  one  in  the  United  States 
categorized  as  extreme  under  criteria  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  And  in  our  county 
alone  there  are  more  than  1  million  registered  vehicles.  Two  of  the  best  ways  I 
know  to  get  people  to  leave  their  cars  at  home  and  ride  transit  are  to  provide  time 
savings  in  free-flowing  transitway  lanes  and  to  nrovide  intermodal  centers  where 
they  can  connect  modes  between  car,  train  and  bus. 

The  Orange  County  transitway  and  Intermodal  Transportation  Center  will  provide  a  cost 
effective  and  efficient  transportation  solution  to  relieve  congestion  and  improve  air  quality. 
Additionally,  the  intermodal  center  will  provide  Orange  County  wnth  an  independent 
ongoing  source  of  transit  funding. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  merits  of  our  Orange  County 
Transitway  System  request.  I  vwll  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  members  of  the 
committee  may  have. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  restate  your  request  again  this  year? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  It  is  $10  million  this  year,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  project  is  familiar  to  us.  I  think  we  will  want  to 
update  ourselves  on  a  couple  of  aspects  of  it. 

How  much  of  the  $10  million — how  would  the  $10  million  basi- 
cally be  spent?  Can  you  break  that  out? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  Designing  right-of-way  on  the  55/405  portion  of  it, 
we  came  to  you  a  year  ago  and  expected  that  the  project  would  be 
environmentally  cleared  within  weeks  of  the  testimony  and  we  are 
still  waiting  for  that  clearance.  So  we  haven't  spent  much  of  the 
$15.5  million,  thereby  slowing  down  our  project. 

We  have  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  approval  on  this 
one,  but 

Mr.  Carr.  The  project  is  well  known  to  us  and  we  believe  it  has 
merit.  It  passed  muster  on  our  economic  criteria  and  we  want  to 
be  supportive  of  it. 

I  don't  know  what  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  do  this  year,  but 
you  have — as  you  have  pointed  out,  you  have  received  some  sup- 
port from  the  committee  already,  and  just  speaking  personally,  I 
think  it  is  a  great  project. 

However,  our  ability  to  actually  get  something  done  and  accom- 
plished in  a  reasonable  time  frame,  both  in  Orange  County  and  ev- 
erywhere else  in  the  country,  we  are  operating  under  some  severe 
constraints. 

I  would  only  parenthetically  note — and  I  guess  by  way  of  an  edi- 
torial comment — hope  that  somehow  or  other,  I  don't  read  your 
newspaper  every  day  out  there. 

Mr.  Oftelie.  You  are  very  fortunate. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  must  say  that  the  reporting  on  cause  and  effect  out 
there  has  been  most  unfortunate.  I  would  hope  in  some  manner 
that  the  press  relations  that  you  are  able  to  muster  out  there  could 
help  your  newspapers  separate  fact  from  fiction. 

I  am  sure  you  are  trying  your  best  with  that,  but  I  must  say  of 
all  the  projects  in  the  country  that  have  merit,  there  is  an  abun- 
dance apparently  of  misinformation — misinformation  abounds  out 
there  and  it  makes  our  job  tougher.  It  doesn't  stop  our  resolve  to 
invest  in  good  transportation  projects,  even  in  Orange  County, 
California,  but  if  you  have  any  suggestions  on  how  we  might  im- 
prove on  that  process,  we  would  be  glad  to  work  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  ratio  is  certainly  good  with  regard  to  Federal  and 
non-Federal.  How  much  has  the  delay  from  FTA  cost  you? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  It  is  opportunity  costs. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Land  values 

Mr,  Oftelie.  Yes.  We  have  options  on  the  properties  at  the  same 
price.  We  want  to  see  construction  begin  tomorrow,  but  we  can't 
take  the  next  step  on  getting  a  project  designed  until  it  is  cleared. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  your  transitways  similar  to  the  Houston 
transitways? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  Two  different  forms:  One  would  be  direct  connector 
car  pool  lanes;  two  interchanges  and  two  passenger  car  pool  lanes 
on  regular  freeways  in  the  center. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Is  it  HOV? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  All  in  California  is  HOV-2. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  No  HOV-3? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  Not  at  this  time. 

The  El  Monte  Busway  is  HOV-3.  There  is  an  exemption  for 
HOV-2's  in  southern  California  based  on  a  variety  of  sources,  the 
El  Monte  Busway  precedes  that  in  L.A.  County. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  have  three  here,  two  outside,  three  inside.  It  is 
so  confusing.  My  sense  tells  me  that  the  governor  ought  to  look  at 
dropping  it  from  three  to  two. 

What  would  happen  if  you  raise  yours  from  two  to  three? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  We  would  have  enormous  congestion  at  first  and 
car  pools  would  be  created  over  time.  Some  parts  of  California  are 
peak  hour  only;  depends  on  the  county. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Six  to  six? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  Six  to  nine.  In  Orange  County,  it  would  be  24-hour. 
We  have  24-hour  car  pools. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Pretty  heavy? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  Good,  but  nothing  like  peak  hour. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  they  separated? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  In  some  places,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  they  are  not  separated,  is  there  much  cheating? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  We  supposedly  have  the  lowest  cheating  rate  in  the 
United  States.  The  fine  is  $271  the  first  time  and  then  it  gets 
tough.  The  second  is  up  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  but  that  is 
the  minimum,  so  it  could  be  double. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  the  violation  rate? 

Mr.  Oftelie.  It  is  less  than  5  percent. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much.  Yours  are  all  tolls,  too.  Every- 
thing you  are  talking  about  is  toll.  Is  the  private  sector  building 
this? 

Mr.  Craycraft.  It  has  been  a  beginning  of  private  sector  fees 
from  home  buildings,  office  buildings  and  land  sales  where  per 
square  foot  has  donated  money  from  the  development  to  provide 
the  funding  for  this. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  the  government  is  building  it.  We  have  a  toll  road 
being  developed,  the  one  that  goes  to  Dulles  goes  from  Dulles  to 
Leesburg.  They  are  moving  so  fast,  it  is  unbelievable  and  they  are 
totally  private  sector. 

On  site,  they  have  the  local  highway  department,  the  environ- 
mental— they  are  all  right  together  so  when  they  have  a  problem, 
they  deal  with  it  and  move  on.  They  are  probably  six  or  seven 
months  ahead  of  schedule. 

Mr.  Oftelie.  We  have  another  project  like  that.  The  Riverside 
Freeway  in  Orange  County,  a  private  corporation,  is  building  two 
toll  lanes  in  each  direction  in  the  middle  of  the  91  Freeway.  Thirty- 
five  years  out — they  take  the  revenue  for  35  years  in  exchange  for 
$100  million  initial  investment. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 
AMERICAN  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  ASSOCIATION 

WITNESSES 

MICHAEL  S.  TOWNES,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  GOVERNMENT  AFFAIRS, 
AMERICAN  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  ASSOCIATION,  AND  EXECUTIVE  DIREC- 
TOR, PENINSULA  TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT  COMMISSION 

BERNARD  J.  FORD,  SR.,  FIRST  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  ASSOCIATE  MEMBER, 
BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  McDONOUGH  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  series  of  witnesses  will  be  our  friends  from 
the  American  Public  Transit  Association.  Welcome  to  the  Commit- 
tee. 

Your  statements  will  be  made  part  of  the  record.  In  the  interest 
of  time,  we  would  ask  if  you  would  summarize  your  points  of  view. 

Mr.  TowNES.  I  am  Michael  Townes,  APTA  Vice  President  for 
Government  Affairs  and  Executive  Director  of  the  Peninsula  Trans- 
portation District  Commission  which  serves  Hampton  and  Newport 
News,  Virginia. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  fiscal  year  1995  tran- 
sit funding.  I  am  accompanied  by  Bemie  Ford  and  our  remarks  will 
highlight  our  written  statement. 

I  want  to  commend  this  committee  for  its  support  of  transit  last 
year  and  also  for  its  success  in  balancing  priorities  within  the  tran- 
sit account.  While  we  believe  the  Clinton  administration  is  pro- 
transit,  the  OMB-driven  program  to  cut  operating  assistance  and 
transit  new  starts  has  again  put  us  in  a  defensive  posture. 

Instead  of  focusing  on  how  we  can  improve  the  public  transpor- 
tation infrastructure,  we  find  ourselves  defending  the  basic  ele- 
ments of  the  program.  Twenty  years  ago,  this  Nation  found  itself 
in  a  transportation  crisis.  Traffic  congestion  slowed  the  movement 
of  goods  and  people,  air  pollution  was  intolerable,  and  many  transit 
systems  teetered  on  the  brink  of  bankruptcy. 

In  response,  Congress  created  the  Transit  Operating  program  in 
1974.  The  program  was  designed  in  large  part  to  achieve  national 
goals,  such  as  reducing  congestion.  Unfortunately,  the  administra- 
tion's proposal  to  cut  operating  assistance  could  take  us  back  to  the 
unproductive  environment  of  1974. 

For  example,  in  a  recent  survey  of  APTA  members,  nine  out  of 
ten  transit  systems  said  they  would  be  forced  to  raise  fares  or  cut 
service  or  lay  off  employees  to  make  up  for  a  proposed  $202  million 
cut  in  Federal  operating  assistance. 

At  my  agency,  PENTRAN,  we  would  have  to  increase  fares  by  a 
minimum  of  9  percent,  and  that  doesn't  include  the  cost  of  un- 
funded Federal  mandates.  The  administration's  operating  proposal 
is  nearly  $200  million  short  of  the  amount  needed  to  fund  man- 
dates related  to  ADA,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  drug  and  alcohol  test- 
ing. 

The  administration  asserts  that  transit  systems  can  absorb  the 
operating  cuts  with  the  additional  formula  capital  funds,  but  clear- 
ly this  is  not  possible  because  while  badly  needed,  new  rolling  stock 
could  increase  operating  costs. 

New  buses  with  cleaner  emissions  and  wheelchair  lifts  are  not  as 
fuel  efficient  as  older  vehicles.   Additionally,  the  administration 
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fails  to  maintain  an  equitable  funding  relationship  within  the  tran- 
sit accounts  because  it  would  cut  funding  for  the  Section  3  program 
well  below  even  fiscal  year  1994  levels. 

We  urge  you  to  fund  operating  assistance  and  to  maintain  ade- 
quate funding  for  all  of  the  respective  transit  program  including 
the  new  starts  program. 

Thank  you  so  much  for  your  support  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Bernard  Ford,  first  Vice  Chairman  of  APTA, 
Associate  Member,  Board  of  Directors,  and  Vice  President  of  Trans- 
portation for  McDonough  Associates,  a  Chicago-based  architectural 
and  engineering  firm. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  effect  of  the  administration's  request  on 
the  supply  side  of  the  transit  industry  and  the  consequences  of  cuts 
in  both  the  operating  and  the  new  start  program. 

I  would  like  to  stress  the  importance  of  consistent  Federal  policy 
to  the  supply  side  of  this  industry.  No  successful  business  can  sur- 
vive without  long-term  planning.  Changes  in  the  transit  program 
from  one  year  to  the  next  make  it  hard  for  us  to  plan. 

What  happens  is  that  firms  give  up  on  the  transit  market  and 
when  transit  funding  does  increase,  as  it  does  from  time  to  time, 
the  work  gets  done  by  workers  in  other  countries.  So  beyond  the 
administration's  proposal  to  cut  operating  aid  and  the  New  Start 
program,  we  have  a  problem  with  the  uncertainty  of  Federal  tran- 
sit policy. 

We  need  only  look  at  the  bus  building  side  of  our  industry  to  un- 
derstand the  trouble  we  are  in.  Transportation  Manufacturing 
Company,  TMC,  a  major  bus  manufacturer  announced  recently 
that  it  will  leave  the  market. 

Another  major  company.  Bus  Industries  of  America,  is  in  receiv- 
ership. Both  companies  are  located  in  the  United  States  and  their 
collapse  will  result  in  the  loss  of  U.S.  jobs. 

The  administration  says  that  because  the  budget  expands  capital 
assistance,  suppliers  will  fare  better.  However,  because  the  budget 
also  proposes  to  cut  operating  assistance,  agencies  will  raise  fares 
and  cut  service  and  that  means  they  will  have  fewer  riders  and 
need  fewer  buses  and  rail  cars. 

The  proposal  to  cut  the  New  Start  program  would  jeopardize 
plans  to  expand  rail  service  in  cities  and  metropolitan  areas  across 
this  Nation.  Plans  are  already  under  consideration  in  Michigan, 
Minnesota,  Illinois,  North  Carolina,  Texas  and  other  regions. 

These  investments  have  a  ripple  economic  effect.  They  produce 
jobs  in  the  construction  and  engineering  industries.  They  also  fos- 
ter business  development  in  and  around  the  transportation  facili- 
ties themselves. 

Finally,  they  improve  the  vitality  and  quality  of  life  in  our  urban 
communities.  This  program  permits  localities  to  consider  fixed 
guideway  investments  as  an  alternative  to  increased  highway  ca- 
pacity. This  is  particularly  important  for  areas  where  highway  con- 
struction is  precluded  by  Clean  Air  Act  standards  or  limits  on  new 
rights-of-way. 

I  would  urge  Congress  to  reject  cuts  in  this  program  because 
such  cuts  will  result  in  higher  costs  for  the  inevitable  construction 
of  fixed  guideway  projects  in  the  future. 
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In  conclusion,  the  supply  side  of  the  transit  industry  supports  in- 
creased investment  in  transit  both  operating  and  capital  to  remain 
a  viable  and  economically  productive  enterprise. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  APTA  follows:] 
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American  Public  Transit  Association 
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APTA  represents  over  1100  members,  including  all  mi^or  commuter  rail  operations, 
motor  bus  and  rapid  transit  systems,  and  organizations  responsible  for  planninit. 
designing  constructing,  financing  and  operating  transit  systems.  APTA  members 
include  business  organizations  which  supply  products  and  services  to  the  trniMi 
industiy,  academic  Institutions,  and  public  interest  groopc 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  American  Public  Transit 
Association  (APTA)  appreciates  the  opporttmity  to  testify  on  the  Transportation  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for  FY  1995. 

On  behalf  of  the  Association  and  transit  riders  throughout  the  nation,  I  thank  you 
and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  your  support  of  investment  in  the  nation's  public 
transportation  infrastructiu'e. 

APTA  represents  U.S.  transit  systems  that  provide  97  percent  of  our  nation's  mass 
transit  services.  APTA's  members  also  include  manufacturers,  suppliers  and  other 
businesses  that  provide  goods  and  services  to  the  industry. 

Our  testimony  today  focuses  on  the  Administration's  FY  1995  transit  budget  request, 
and  specifically  addresses  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Administration's  proposed  25  percent 
cut  in  transit  operating  assistance  and  40  percent  reduction  in  funding  for  the  Section  3  New 
Starts  and  Extensions  program.  We  also  discuss  findings  from  a  recent  APTA  survey  which 
shows  that  the  cunent  level  of  U.S.  transit  expenditure  is  far  short  of  the  amount  needed 
to  successfully  carry  transit  into  the  21st  Century.  In  summary,  APTA's  priorities  are: 

o         Maintain  the  overall  funding  level  proposed  by  the  Administration; 

o         Fund  operating  assistance  at  least  to  its  current  level  because  it  achieves 

national  goals  and  cuts  would  lead  to  fare  increases  and  service  reductions. 
o         Reject  cuts  in  the  New  Starts  and  Extensions  program; 
o         Maintain  equity  within  transit,  and  among  surface  transportation  programs 

generally. 


Understandably,  our  testimony  today  focuses  on  areas  of  the  FY  1995  budget  request 
where  we  disagree  with  the  Administration.  These  disagreements  are  serious  and  important 
to  our  industry.  Before  turning  to  the  areas  of  disagreement,  however,  it  is  extremely 
important  that  we  identify  loudly  and  clearly  the  many  areas  on  which  we  are  in  concert 
with  the  Administration. 

First,  we  truly  believe  the  Clinton  Administration  is  "Pro-Transit"  and  that  it 
recognizes  the  key  role  transit  can  play  in  achieving  important  national  objectives.  For 
prooC  we  need  look  no  further  than  last  year's  budget  proposal  which  led  to  a  major  22 
percent  increase  in  the  transit  program. 

In  addition,  we  have  great  respect  for  the  Clinton  Administration  "team"  that  works 
on  transportation  and  transit  related  issues.  This  is  especially  true  of  Secretary  of 
Transportation  Federico  Pe&a  who  came  to  our  Legislative  Conference  in  March  to  explain 
the  rationale  behind  the  Administrations  budget  proposal  As  the  Secretary  said  m  iKni 
speech,  'since  we  agree  on  so  much,  it's  important  that  we  commimicate  well  on  in^ucn 
where  we  disagree." 
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And,  we  certainly  have  the  highest  respect  for  Gordon  J.  Linton,  the  Clinton 
Administration's  Federal  Transit  Administrator.  He  has  brought  a  fresh  outlook  and  new 
dimension  to  the  FTA,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  productively  with  Administrator 
Linton  to  strengthen  the  transit  program. 


MAINTENANCE  OF  OPERATING  AID  IS  ESSENTIAL 
Operating  Assistance:  Program  Backyround 

Mr.  Chairman,  twenty  years  ago  this  nation  foimd  itself  in  a  transportation  crisis. 
Traffic  congestion  slowed  the  movement  of  goods  and  people  in  our  metropolitan  areas;  air 
pollution  was  at  intolerable  levels;  mobility  was  not  a  reality  for  many  Americans;  and  we 
were  too  dependent  on  foreign  energy  sources.  In  addition  to  these  dilemmas,  in  1974, 
many  U.S.  transit  systems  teetered  on  the  brink  of  bankruptcy,  despite  increased  financial 
support  from  state  and  local  sources.  Transit  systems  were  caught  in  a  vicious  downward 
cycle  of  increasing  fares  and  reducing  service  to  meet  their  budgets.  However,  each  time 
they  increased  fares  and  reduced  service  they  lost  riders,  and  the  cycle  continued  until  many 
went  out  of  business. 

In  response  to  this  crisis,  the  Congress  created  the  urban  transit  operating  assistance 
program.  At  its  inception  the  program  was  designed  not  with  the  sole  intention  of  getting 
fransit  systems  to  become  profitable,  but  more  importantly  to  achieve  national  goals, 
including  the  reduction  of  traffic  congestion  and  improving  mobility  for  people  without 
access  to  automobiles. 

The  success  of  the  transit  operating  assistance  program  was  getting  people  out  of 
their  automobiles  and  onto  public  transportation.  Even  then  motorists  realized  that  it  was 
in  their  direct  interest  to  subsidize  fransit  operations  since  the  alternative  was  to  be 
hopelessly  clogged  in  traffic. 

To  date,  the  operating  assistance  program  has  done  a  good  job  of  achieving  national 
goals.  By  helping  to  keep  fares  affordable,  it  has  helped  to  get  millions  of  people  out  of 
their  cars.  It  has  made  mobility  and  participation  in  society  a  reality  for  millions  of 
Americans.  Between  1970-1990,  fransit  ridership  increased  from  7  J  billion  "trips"  each  year 
to  almost  nine  trillion.  Transit's  limitations  have  in  large  part  been  due  to  factors  outside 
of  our  controL  These  factors  include:  economic  recessions;  immense  government  parking, 
automobile  and  highway  subsidies;  and  declining  federal  transit  assistance.  For  example, 
subsidies  to  the  sfreet,  highway  and  free-parking  systems  are  estimated  to  be  more  than  S300 
billion  per  year,  and  gasoline  is  cheaper  today  than  it  was  in  the  early  1970's. 

History  Could  Repeat  Itsglf 

Today  we  find  ourselves  in  an  envfronment  similar  to  that  of  the  early  1970's.  Traffic 
congestion  is  still  a  major  economic  dilemma,  large  segments  of  the  population  still  lack 
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mobility,  and  pollution  and  energy  dependance  are  still  significant  problems.  Urban  traffic 
congestion  alone  costs  the  nation  more  than  S59  billion  in  wasted  time  and  productivity. 
During  the  1980*$,  federal  assistance  to  transit  declined  by  more  than  50  percent  in  real 
terms.  Transit  systems  have  had  to  return  to  the  practice  of  the  1960's  and  early  IPTCVs  of 
raising  fares  and  reducing  service.  As  a  result,  our  ridership  is  flat. 

Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  Administration's  proposal  to  cut  transit  operating 
assistance  could  make  these  problems  worse.  If  the  Congress  accepts  the  Administration's 
proposal,  we  believe  it  will  worsen  traffic  congestion,  drive  transit  systems  out  of  business, 
and  recall  a  time  when  Congress  was  forced  to  consider  emergency  measures  as  it  did  in 
1974. 

Increased  Formula  Capital  WIU  Not  Lead  to  OneraHng  Savinya 

The  Administration  asserts  that  transit  systems  can  absorb  the  operating  cuts  with  the 
additional  formula  capital  funds  that  they  propose.  However,  this  is  not  possible  for  several 
reasons.  First,  although  AFTA  enthusiastically  supports  the  Administration's  proposal  to 
increase  Section  9  capital  by  $624  million,  to  take  advantage  of  this,  transit  systems  must 
come  up  with  additional  matching  funds  of  at  least  $156  millioa  If  transit  systems  are 
forced  to  find  an  additional  $202  million  in  operating  aid,  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  for 
many  of  them  to  also  find  local  funds  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  offered  by  new 
capital  assistance. 

The  Administration  has  also  suggested  that  the  purchase  of  new  rolling  stock  would 
reduce  maintenance  and  operating  costs  and  thereby  offset  the  loss  of  operating  assistance. 
This  is  simply  not  the  case.  Today,  although  badly  needed,  new  rolling  stock  will  increase 
operating  costs.  New  buses  with  cleaner  emissions  and  wheelchair  lifts  are  not  as  fuel 
efficient  as  the  older  vehicles.  Alternative  fuel,  more  expensive  "clean  diesel,"  and 
particulate  traps  inaease  rather  than  reduce  costs.  IVHS  investments,  that  the 
Administration  has  encouraged,  are  also  costly.  In  short,  we  cannot  "buy"  ourselves  out  of 
the  impact  of  the  Administration's  proposed  cut  in  operating  assistance. 

Survey  ResiJti 

Furthermore,  in  a  recent  survey  of  APTA  members,  nine  out  of  ten  transit  systems 
stated  that  they  would  be  forced  to  raise  fares,  cut  service,  or  lay-off  employees  to  make  up 
for  a  proposed  $202  million  cut  in  federal  operating  assistance.  These  systems  would 
increase  fares  by  an  average  of  23  percent  The  survey  found  that  some  transit  agencies 
would  be  forced  to  reduce  services,  fire  employees,  and  postpone  needed  maintenance  and 
improvements.  In  addition,  most  transit  agencies  will  not  be  able  to  turn  to  state  and  local 
sources  to  make  up  an  operating  shortfall. 

While  federal  aid  is  about  5  percent  of  operating  revenue  for  all  transit  systems,  it's 
critical  because  budgets  have  been  cut  to  the  bone  for  years.  In  smaller  metropolitan  area.s. 
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federal  aid  often  represents  30  to  40  percent  of  operating  revenue.  State  and  local 
governments  have  increased  operating  aid  by  more  than  164  percent  since  1981  and  they 
cannot  continue  to  make  up  the  difference  for  federal  operating  cuts. 

Fare  Increase  Size  Could  Be  Significant 

To  make  up  for  the  loss  that  a  25  percent  cut  in  op)erating  aid  would  entail,  fares 
would  have  to  rise  at  a  percentage  significantly  greater  than  the  share  that  the  operating 
assistance  cut  comprises  of  a  transit  system's  budget.  This  is  because  the  amount  of  revenue 
derived  on  an  aggregate  basis  by  all  transit  systems  from  the  fare  box  is  only  39  percent. 
This  means  that  fares  must  be  increased  by  a  disproportionate  amount  to  make  up  for  loss 
of  operating  aid.  APTA  research  also  shows  that  when  fares  are  increased  by  ten  percent 
ridership  decreases  by  four  percent,  and  this  of  course  further  reduces  operating  revenue. 

To  illustrate  the  effect  that  a  25  percent  operating  assistance  cut  could  have  on  fares, 
let  us  look  at  an  example  from  Pentran  in  the  Hampton,  Newport  News  Virginia  area,  and 
from  the  Detroit  Department  of  Transportation. 

Pentran  will  receive  $1.1  million  in  federal  operating  assistance  in  FY  1994.  The 
Administration's  proposed  reduction  in  operating  assistance  would  mean  that  Pentran  would 
lose  $340  thousand  in  operating  revenue.  APTA's  concern  is  that  this  is  coming  at  a  time 
when  we  are  faced  with  increasing  "unfunded"  federal  mandates.  Using  just  the  American 
with  Disabilities  Act's  mandates  for  paratransit  service,  Pentran  expects  the  operating  costs 
of  this  program  to  increase  from  $768  thousand  in  FY  1994  to  $832  thousand  in  FY  1995. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $64  thousand  in  operating  costs  at  a  time  when  federal  assistance  is 
being  cut  by  $340  thousand.  Just  this  simple  computation  reveals  that  Pentran  would  have 
to  increase  fares  or  cut  service  to  the  tune  of  $400  thousand,  and  we  have  not  even  begun 
to  calculate  inaeased  operating  costs  in  other  areas  such  as  labor  costs,  cost  of  benefits,  and 
other  federal  mandates  such  as  the  Gean  Air  Act 

In  FY  1992,  the  Detroit  Department  of  Transportation's  operating  revenue  totaled 
$128  million.  Of  this,  federal  operating  assistance  accounted  for  1 1  f>erccnt  or  $13.4  million, 
and  passenger  fares  25  percent  or  $31  miUion.  If  operating  assistance  were  cut  by  25 
percent,  the  system  would  lose  $3.4  million  or  2.6  percent  of  its  operating  revenue.  Since 
this  loss  of  funding  represents  11  percent  of  passenger  fares,  the  agency  could  be  forced  to 
increase  fares  by  11  percent  in  order  to  make  up  for  the  loss. 

The  amount  of  fare  increases  in  the  examples  above  could  be  somewhat  higher 
because  the  estimates  do  not  account  for  the  loss  in  revenue  that  occurs  because  of  fare 
increase  elasticities.  Certainly,  not  every  U.S.  transit  system  would  be  forced  to  increase 
fares.  Some  could  choose  other  options  such  as  reducing  service,  laying-off  employees. 
increasing  state  and  local  assistance,  or  a  combination  of  all  of  these  steps.  But  these 
options  are  not  feasible  for  many  transit  systems,  and  they  would  have  to  resort  lo  fare 
increases  alone. 
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Unfunded  Federal  Mandates 

A  cut  in  transit  aid  also  will  make  it  difficult  for  public  authorities  to  meet  ever- 
increasing  federal  mandates.  From  1980  through  1994,  operating  assistance  declined  59 
percent  in  real,  inflation-adjusted  terms.  Yet  unfunded  federal  laws  add  to  transit  operating 
costs.  The  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  will  add  at  least  $693  million  in 
operating  costs  annually  for  the  next  five  years.  Each  year,  Qean  Air  Act  fuel  mandates  will 
cost  $57  million  and  federally  mandated  drug  and  alcohol  tests  will  cost  $44  million.  The 
chart  on  the  following  page  shows  that  the  Administration's  budget  request  is  nearly  $200 
million  short  of  the  amoimt  to  meet  the  costs  of  these  mandates. 

Consequences  of  Cutting  Operating  Assistance  for  the  Transit  Dependent 

Operating  assistance  cuts  will  have  a  disproportionate  impact  on  many  blue-collar 
workers,  low-income  people,  senior  citizens,  students,  and  people  with  disabilities  who 
depend  on  transit  because  they  have  no  alternative  form  of  transportatiort  These  people 
are  the  very  ones  who  have  supported  the  Administration's  proposals  aimed  at  leveling  the 
playing  field  between  highways  and  transit 

Ironically,  the  Administration  proposes  to  slash  operating  assistance  to  fund  other 
priorities  that  will  help  low-income  individuals,  like  better  health  care  and  expanded  job 
training  programs,  lliis  overlooks  the  fact  that  by  cutting  transit  operating  assistance. 
people  with  limited  incomes  will  have  a  harder  time  getting  to  a  hospital,  a  clinic,  or  their 
job.  If  the  Administration  really  wants  to  "empower"  those  with  low-incomes,  increased 
funding  for  transit  operating  assistance  and  other  public  transportation  programs  is  needed. 

Economic  Consequences 

Cuts  in  transit  assistance  will  also  harm  the  economy  by  increasing  unemployment 
at  a  time  when  economic  recovery  seems  to  be  at  hand.  Studies  show  that  transit  operating 
assistance  supports  about  30  percent  more  jobs  than  does  capital  funding.  If  federal  aid  is 
cut  by  25  percent,  transit  agencies  across  the  nation  may  be  forced  to  consider  layoffs. 

Missed  QpportnnitY 

The  transit  industry  is  poised  to  take  advantage  of  a  good  opportimity  to  improve 
transit  ridership.  The  economy  is  improving  and  the  industry  has  initiated  a  new  effon  to 
increase  ridership.  Under  AFTA's  Transit  Ridership  Initiative,  transit  is  taking  a  critical 
look  at  itself  and  how  it  does  business  with  the  goal  of  in^roving  customer  satisfaction,  and 
the  long-run  goal  of  increasing  transit  ridership.  However,  if  operating  aid  is  cut  it  will  he 
difficult  to  produce  these  benefits  since  cost  is  one  of  the  biggest  factors  which  determmcN 
whether  or  not  a  person  will  use  public  transit 
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Transit  Industry  Manufactures  Support  Operating  Assistance 

Transit  operators  are  not  the  only  members  of  the  transit  industry  to  be  adversely 
affected  by  cuts  in  operating  assistance  and  transit  new  starts. 

We  need  only  to  look  to  the  Bus  Manufacturing  side  of  our  industry  to  get  a  sense 
of  the  trouble  that  we  are  in.  The  Transportation  Manufacturing  Company  (TMC),  a  major 
bus  manufacturer,  armounced  recently  that  it  will  leave  the  market  unless  the  company  finds 
a  purchaser.  Another  major  company,  Bus  Industries  of  America  Inc.,  is  having  severe 
financial  difficulty  and  is  seeking  a  purchaser.  Both  of  these  companies  are  domestic  based, 
and  their  collapse  will  result  in  the  loss  of  jobs. 

Smaller  transit  sub-suppliers,  are  also  exp>eriencing  problems.  Many  bus  and  railcar 
builders  are  reporting  delays  in  delivery  of  such  major  components  as  engines  and  air 
conditioning  systems  as  long  as  180  days.  The  delays  are  the  result  of  uncertain  and 
fluctuating  product  demand,  and  threaten  to  eat  away  at  the  foimdation  of  the  industry. 
They  could  trigger  a  whole  range  of  other  problems  including,  high  prices,  poor  product 
performance,  and  additional  lay-offs. 

The  Administration  counters  that  because  its  budget  would  expand  capital  assistance, 
suppliers  should  fare  better.  However,  because  the  budget  proposes  to  cut  operating 
assistance,  agencies  will  have  to  cut  service,  and  that  means  they  will  need  fewer,  not  more, 
buses  and  railcars. 

There  is  a  direct  national  interest  in  maintaining  the  economic  health  of  our  transit 
supply  industry.  Reduced  transit  funding  -  both  operating  and  capital  -  threaten  the 
stability  and  viability  of  our  suppliers  to  provide  transit  service.  We  need  a  strong  transit 
manufacturing  industry  to  meet  the  growing  needs  of  transit  operators  over  the  long-run. 
A  healthy  transit  manufacturing  sector  can  generate  badly  needed  jobs  and  help  strengthen 
the  economy. 

CONSEQUENCES  OF  CUTTING  NEW  STARTS 

The  Administration's  proposal  to  cut  Transit  New  Starts  and  Extensions  by  40  percent 
and  to  limit  new  starts  to  projects  that  have  full  funding  grant  agreements  would  deal  a 
devastating  blow  to  current  plans  to  improve  and  expand  light  and  heavy  rail  systems, 
streetcar  and  ferry  service  in  cities  and  metropolitan  areas  across  the  nation  including: 
Baltimore,  St  Louis,  Philadelphia,  Seattle,  E>etroit,  Dallas,  Lx>s  Angeles,  SaCTamento,  San 
Diego,  New  Orleans,  Chicago,  New  York,  the  state  of  Maine,  Minneapolis,  Miami,  Orlando, 
Jacksonville,  Qeveland,  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Kansas  City,  the  state  of  Virginia,  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  Boston,  Charlotte,  N.C.,  and  Chattanooga,  Tennessee. 
These  projects  are  vital  to  freeing  up  local  traffic  congestion,  providing  jobs  and  enhancing 
local  economic  development 
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The  Administration's  proposal  is  shortsighted  because  it  would  mean  that  many  of 
these  projects  in  state,  or  local  transportation  plans,  or  authorized  in  ISTEA  would  not  get 
funded.  Some  of  these  projects  are  already  involved  in  the  process  of  seeking  full  funding 
grant  agreements.  We  are  concerned  that  the  budget  proposal  would  not  even 
accommodate  funding  for  full  funding  grant  agreements  which  could  be  approved  during  the 
next  eighteen  months,  or  other  funding  commitments  that  could  be  made  within  that  time 
frame. 

Prggram  Packgrownd 

The  New  Start  and  Extensions  program  was  created  to  meet  major  capital  needs  that 
could  not  be  financed  with  normal  formula  funding.  Continuation  of  a  strong  fixed 
guideway  expansion  program  is  critical  to  meeting  public  transportation  demands  in  our 
most  densely  populated  urban  areas.  The  program  permits  conmiimities  to  consider  fixed 
guideway  investments  as  an  alternative  to  increased  highway  capacity.  This  is  particularly 
important  for  areas  where  new  highway  construction  is  precluded  by  Clean  Air  Act 
provisions  or  limited  rights  of  way. 

Congress  has  helped  to  keep  the  New  Start  program  viable  over  the  past  decade  in 
the  face  of  substantial  opposition.  It  is  appropriate  that  Congress,  in  representing  local 
community  needs,  play  a  role  in  reviewing  the  merit  of  new  projects.  It  would  be  short- 
sighted for  Congress  to  reduce  funding  for  this  important  program  now,  and  have  such  cuts 
result  in  higher  costs  for  the  inevitable  construction  of  additional  fixed  guideway  projects  in 
future  years.  Finally,  new  start  and  extension  projects  are  one  of  the  most  strategic  long- 
term  investments  that  can  be  made  in  public  transportation.  These  projects  must  have  local 
support  to  be  included  in  metropolitan  transportation  plans  and  they  can  act  as  a  magnet 
for  economic  development  if  they  are  effectively  integrated  into  the  community.  In 
conjunction  with  related  residential  and  commercial  investment,  new  rail  lines  can  help 
maintain  the  viability  and  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  our  cities. 

Administration  Proposal  Distorts  Fundlny  Balance 

Congress  designed  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA)  to  meet  the  widely  varying  needs  of  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  communities 
throughout  the  country.  When  transit  funding  fails  to  follow  this  balance  of  programs, 
communities  have  a  difficult  time  planning  how  to  fund  their  transit  needs. 

Until  transit  programs  are  fully  funded  at  ISTEA-authorized  levels,  we  believe  there 
should  be  a  fair  and  equitable  balance  between  the  formula  programs  (Section  9  and  18) 
and  the  Section  3  major  capital  investment  program.  To  meet  this  equity  test,  funding 
should  be  consistent  with  the  authorized  program  funding  ratio  of  $136  in  formula  funding 
for  every  $1  in  Section  3  funding.  The  FY  1994  appropriation  for  the  first  time  in  several 
years  closely  approximates  this  funding  balance  between  transit  formula  programs  and  the 
Section  3  discretionary  program.  However,  the  President's  FY  1995  budget  request  would 


1018 


not  maintain  this  equitable  funding  relationship  established  in  FY  1994  appropriations 
because  it  would  cut  funding  for  the  Section  3  program  well  below  the  authorized  level  and 
even  the  FY  1994  level.  ISTEA  also  established  a  40/40/20  Section  3  equity  ratio  between 
the  New  Starts,  Rail  Modernization  and  Bus  programs  and  the  Administration  proposal 
would  distort  this  balance  by  providing  too  little  funding  for  New  Starts. 


TRANSIT  FUNDING  NEEDS  AND  CHALLENGES 
Transit  Fonding  History 

From  1981  to  1992,  federal  transit  funding  declined  by  53  percent,  adjusted  for 
inflation.  In  1981,  highways  received  $1.90  in  federal  funds  for  every  federal  transit  dollar. 
Today,  highways  receive  $436  in  federal  funds  for  every  federal  transit  dollar.  While  APTA 
supports  fundhig  levels  that  adequately  meet  all  transportation  infrastructure  needs,  we 
encourage  the  committee  to  strive  for  balance  in  meeting  those  needs.  The  recent 
earthquake  in  Los  Angeles  demonstrates  clearly  how  close  we  are  to  capacity  on  our  street 
and  highway  system,  and  how  important  a  balanced  transportation  system  is  to  metropolitan 
areas. 

Federal  operating  assistance  also  declined,  by  65  percent  in  constant  dollars  between 
1980  and  1992.  This  reduction  of  federal  funding  led  to  service  cuts,  fare  increases,  and 
a  greater  reliance  on  state  and  local  assistance.  Between  1980  and  19^  fares  increased  by 
43  percent  in  constant  dollars  and  state  and  local  operating  aid  increased  by  69  percent  in 
real  terms. 

Transit  Need* 

This  testimony  includes  a  copy  of  Public  Transportation  Funding  Needs,  1995-1999: 
Summary  of  an  APTA  Membership  Survey.  The  Survey  is  the  most  up-to-date  and 
comprehensive  assessment  of  public  transit  funding  needs  that  is  available. 

APTA's  Transit  Funding  Needs  Survey  found  that  the  U.S.  transit  industry  will  need 
$38  billion  annually  in  total  funding  from  1995  through  1999.  The  average  annual  need  for 
operating  revenues  is  $22.7  billion,  $5.7  billion  more  than  currently  available.  The  annual 
coital  investment  need  is  $153  billion,  $9.7  billion  more  than  currently  available. 

The  survey  includes  transit  operating  needs,  which  are  an  essential  cost  of  the  service 
we  provide.  We  cannot  provide  fixed-route  service  without  bus  drivers  and  train  operators. 
We  cannot  properly  maintain  the  existing  federal  investment  in  capital  facilities  and  vehicles 
without  mechanics  and  people  to  rehabilitate  aging  rail  systems.  Paratransit  service  is 
particularly  labor  intensive.  Fuel  costs  and  plaiming  expenses  are  also  part  of  our  operating 
e;q>enses. 
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These  capital  and  operating  funds  are  needed  to  maintain  current  service  and 
complete  service  expansions  that  are  under  way  or  already  planned.  The  total  need  figure 
includes  transit  systems  that  provide  rail,  bus,  or  ferry  service  in  the  nation's  largest 
metropolitan  areas,  and  single  mode  transit  operations  in  smaller  metropolitan  areas  and 
rural  counties.  The  attached  Summary  provides  a  more  detailed  explanation  of  the  need 
for  new  and  rehabilitated  buses  and  rail  cars,  modernization  of  facilities,  and  other  costs. 

The  $38  billion  annual  figure  is  needed  to  provide  reliable,  efficient  service  that 
meets  the  needs  of  current  riders,  attracts  new  customers,  and  complies  with  federal 
mandates  for  accessible,  enviroimientally  beneficial  transit  service. 

CONCLUSION. 

In  conclusion,  the  Clinton  Administration's  transit  budget  proposal  does  not 
adequately  address  current  and  future  transit  needs.  Transit  systems  appreciate  the 
Administration  proposal  to  increase  Section  9  urban  capital,  but  most  will  be  unable  to 
benefit  from  the  increase  with  a  25  percent  cut  to  the  operating  assistance  limitation. 
Transit  operators  cannot  afford  to  buy  buses  and  other  capital  equipment  that  they  cannot 
afford  to  operate.  A  25  percent  cut  to  federal  operating  assistance  would  force  fare 
increases,  result  in  service  cutbacks  and  reduction,  force  several  transit  agencies  to  shut 
down,  hann  the  low  income  and  other  transit  dependent,  increase  traffic  congestion,  force 
lay-o&  and  impede  economic  development 

In  addition,  the  Administration  proposal  to  cut  transit  New  Starts  and  Extensions  is 
shortsighted,  and  will  also  impede  progress  on  expanding  transit  service.  We  urge  the 
Congress  to  seek  balanced  growth  of  the  transit  program  and  all  of  the  elements  of  the 
current  transit  program.  We  believe  that  fundiiig  at  the  levels  envisioned  in  ISTEA 
including  funding  for  transit  operating  assistance,  is  an  appropriate  short-term  goal.  Thank 
you  for  your  support. 
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PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  FUNDING  NEEDS,  1995-1999 
Summary  of  an  APTA  Membership  Survey 

PRINCIPAL  FINDINGS 


o        U.S.  transit  agencies  will  need  $38  billion  annually  in  total  funding  from  1995 
through  1999. 

o        TTie  average  annual  estimated  need  for  operating  revenue  is  $22.7  billion. 

o        Annual  operating  revenue  needs  exceed  current  annual  operating  revenue  by  $5.7 
billion. 

o         A  total  of  $15.3  billion  will  be  needed  annually  for  capital  investmei'it. 

o        Annual  capital  investment  needs  exceed  current  annual  capital  revenue  by  $9.7 
billion. 


OVERALL  NEEDS 


Public  Transportation  Agencies  Need  $38  Billion  Annually 
Over  Next  Five  Years 

U.S.  transit  agencies  will  need  $38  billion  annually  in  total  funding  from  1995 
through  1999,  according  to  a  survey  of  transit  agency  members  of  the  American  Public 
Transit  Association  (APTA).  The  ftjnds  are  needed  to  maintain  current  service  and 
complete  sen/ice  expansion  already  under  way  or  planned. 

The  amount  includes  an  annual  average  of  $22.7  billion  for  operations  and  $15.3 
billion  for  capital  investments.  Funds  are  from  all  sources:  fares,  other  earnings,  local 
assistance,  state  assistance,  and  federal  assistance.  The  amounts  are  in  current  dollars 
and  are  not  adjusted  for  inflation. 

The  $38  billion  annual  need  is  $15  billion  greater  than  total  transit  revenue  in  1993. 
Transit  funding  needs  will  increase  because  the  demand  for  transportation  in  local 
communities  is  growing  and  the  quality  of  transportation  provided  must  be  improved. 
Federal  mandates  for  service  provision  under  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  will 
make  transit  service  available  to  new  riders;  mandates  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  will 
enhance  transit's  contribution  to  emissions  reduction  contrasted  with  other  transportation 
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TABLE  1:  ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  TRANSIT  FUNDING  NEED 
ALL  REVENUE  SOURCES,  1995-1999 


(Billions  of  Dollars] 

Category 

Average  Annual  Need 
(Billions  of  Dollars) 

Operating  Funds 
Capital  Funds 

Total  Funds 

$22.7 
$15.3 

$38.0 

modes;  and  drug  and  alcohol  testing  mandates  under  the  Omnibus  Transportation 
Employee  Testing  Act  will  improve  transit's  enviable  safety  record. 

Increased  funding  for  transit  is  needed  to  provide  a  viable  transportation  alternative 
to  clogged  roads.  Transit  improves  mobility,  reduces  air  pollution,  saves  energy, 
improves  economic  productivity,  reduces  disruptive  traffic  in  neighborhoods,  allows  more 
efficient  land  use,  and  increases  the  mobility  of  women,  children,  elderly  persons,  people 
with  disabilities,  economically  disadvantaged  persons,  and  anyone  who  is  unable  to  or 
chooses  not  to  drive. 


OPERATING  NEED 


Annual  Operating  Needs  Average  $22.7  Billion 

Tbe  average  annual  estimated  need  for  operating  revenue  will  increase  to  $22.7 
billion.  The  largest  portion  of  operating  needs,  $9.9  billion,  will  be  for  vehicle  operations. 
Vehicle  operations  includes  operation  of  passenger  vehicles,  fuel,  scheduling,  system 
security,  passenger  vehicle  movement  control,  and  ticketing  and  fare  collection. 
Operating  needs  are  presented  in  four  categories  on  Table  2  and  Rgure  1. 

Maintenance  needs  will  be  $6.6  billion  annually.  These  include  vehicle  repairs, 
regular  servicing  for  fuel  and  cleaning,  regular  vehicle  inspections,  and  repairs  for  damage 
resulting  from  vandalism  and  other  events.  Maintenance  needs  also  include  non-vehide 
maintenance.  Non-vehide  maintenance  is  the  repair  of  buildings,  grounds,  and 
equipment  other  than  passenger  vehides,  operation  of  electric  power  facilities,  and 
maintenance  of  stations,  stixictures,  track,  communication  systems,  fare  collection 
systems,  and  other  systems  and  fadlities  needed  to  operate  a  transit  system. 

General  administration  needs  will  be  $4.4  billion  annually.  General  administration 
Indudes  safety,  Insurance,  planning,  purchasing,  engineering,  and  other  administrative 
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TABLE  2:  ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  OPERATING  REVENUE  NEED 

ALL  SOURCES,  1995-1999 

(Billions  of  Dollars) 


Category 

Average  Annual  Need 
(Billions  of  Dollars) 

Vehicle  Operations 
Maintenance 
General  Administration 
Purchased  Transportation 

Total  Annual  Operating  Revenue  Need 

$9.9 
6.6 
4.4 
1.8 

$22.7 

functions  that  involve  all  transit  operations  and  service. 

Purchased  transportation  needs  will  be  $1 .8  billion  annually.  This  category  includes 
contract  costs,  administrative  costs,  and  other  costs  of  transit  service  provided  by  another 
agency,  frequently  a  private  provider.  Purchased  transportation  is  often  service  on  lower 
passenger  demand  routes  or  for  special  services  such  as  demand  responsive  service. 
The  total  operating  need  estimate  is  based  on  survey  responses  and  the  amounts  for 
specific  operating  costs  are  based  on  survey  responses  and  historical  data. 


Figure  1 :  Estimated  Annuai  Operating  Revenue  Need 
Aii  Sources,  1995-1999 


Vehicle  Operations 
$9.9  billion 


Maintenance 
$6.6  billion 


Purchased  Transportation 
$1 .8  billion 


General  Administration 
$4.4  billion 


Total:  $22.7  Billion 
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Operating  Needs  Exceed  Current  Revenue  by  $5.7  Billion 

Total  transit  operating  revenue  in  1993  was  an  estimated  $17  billion.  Annual 
operating  funding  needs  exceed  cxirrent  funding  from  ail  sources  by  34  percent. 

Increased  operating  revenue  is  needed  to  meet  the  operational  costs  of  federal 
mandates,  to  avoid  deferral  of  capital  equipment  maintenance,  to  provide  additional 
service  needed  to  meet  current  demands,  to  maintain  the  quality  of  existing  transit 
service,  and  to  operate  the  new  and  Improved  service  that  will  be  provided  by  expansion. 
The  need  estimate  is  constrained,  and  includes  only  amounts  needed  to  maintain  current 
service  at  full  effectiveness  and  efficiency,  and  to  operate  already-planned  expansion. 

As  shown  in  Rgure  2,  estimated  operating  revenue  needs  exceed  cun-ent  operating 
revenue  by  $5.7  billion.  This  potential  shortfall  is  aggravated  by  the  long-term  decline  in 
federal  funding  for  transit  operations.  From  1980  through  1994  federal  appropriations  for 
operating  assistance  in  urbanized  areas  declined  from  $1.1  billion  to  $802  million.  In 
nominal  dollars  this  is  a  27  percent  reduction  adjusted  for  inflation,  urbanized  area 
operating  assistance  declined  59  percent  over  the  period. 


Figure  2:  Estimated  Annual  Operating  Revenue  Need 
Contrasted  to  Current  Funding 
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The  declining  portion  of  total  operating  revenue  from  federal  assistance  is  shown 
on  Rgure  3.  In  1980,  federal  operating  assistance  was  16.8  percent  of  all  transit  revenue 
for  operations.  By  1992,  federal  operating  assistance  had  declined  to  5.8  percent  of  all 
transit  operating  revenue,  a  decrease  of  over  65  percent 


Figure  3:  Federal  Share  of 

All  Transit  Operating  Revenue 

(Percent) 
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Clinton  Administration  Budget  Would  Reduce  Operating 
Assistance  to  Less  Than  Cost  of  Recent  Federal  Mandates 


The  Rscal  Year  1995  Clinton  Administration  budget  calls  for  a  further  reduction  of 
federal  operating  assistance  to  $600  million,  a  cut  of  $202  million  or  25  percent.  The 
additional  cut  in  operating  assistance  has  been  requested  despite  the  fact  that  operating 
costs  are  being  driven  up  as  a  result  of  new  federal  mandates.  If  the  budget  request 
were  to  become  law,  the  real  value  of  federal  operating  assistance  for  urbanized  areas 
would  drop  70  percent  from  1980  to  1995. 
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TTie  Administration  budget  request  for  urbanized  area  operating  assistance  is  less 
than  the  immediately  identified  operating  costs  of  recent  federal  mandates.  Rgure  4 
shows  the  annual  operating  costs  of  three  federal  mandates.  Drug  and  alcohol  testing, 
to  meet  requirements  of  the  Omnibus  Transportation  Employee  Testing  Act,  will  cost  $44 
million.  These  are  test  costs  only;  they  do  not  include  the  cost  of  taking  personnel  off 
jobs  to  be  tested. 

The  estimated  operating  costs  to  comply  witii  the  Americans  v/ith  Disabilities  Act 
are  $693  million.  To  meet  Clean  Air  Act  requirements,  fuel  costs  alone  would  be  $57 
million  annually. 

The  total  identified  operating  costs  of  those  tiiree  mandates  are  $794  million 
annually,  $194  million  more  than  the  urbanized  area  operating  limit  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1995 
Administi-ation  budget,  and  only  $8  million  less  than  current  federal  urbanized  area 
operating  assistance.  The  identified  operating  costs  of  these  federal  mandates  are 
considered  to  be  minimal  values,  and  tiie  real  costs  may  be  substantially  higher. 


Rgure  4:  Annual  Operating  Costs  of  Major  Federal  Transit  Mandates 
Contrasted  to  Proposed  FY  1995  Federal  Operating  Assistance 
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CAPITAL  NEEDS 

Annual  Capital  Revenue  Needs  Will  be  $15.3  Billion 

A  total  of  $15.3  billion  annually  will  be  needed  for  capital  investment  Rgure  5  and 
Table  3  desaibe  these  needs  by  category  of  investment.  TTiis  amount  includes  $11.3 
billion  for  new  equipment  and  facilities  with  $3.7  billion  annually  for  new  passenger 
revenue  vehicles;  $4.8  billion  annually  for  fixed-guideway  new  starts  and  extensions,  and 
$2.8  billion  annually  for  other  new  facilities  and  capital  items. 

Passenger  revenue  vehicles  include  all  vehicles  used  by  transit  agencies  to  carry 
passengers,  including  buses,  vans,  trolley  coaches,  heavy  rail  cars,  light  rail  cars, 
commuter  rail  cars,  ferry  boats,  and  other  types  of  rail  cars. 

Fixed-guideway  new  starts  and  extensions  costs  are  those  associated  with 
purchase  and  construction  of  new  fixed  guideway  rights-of-way  including  stations  and 
vehicles  for  heavy  rail,  light  rail  and  commuter  rail  routes,  and  dedicated  busways  or 
roadways  exclusively  for  high  occupancy  vehicles  including  buses. 

New  facilities  include  bus  garages  and  maintenance  facilities,  administration 
buildings,  park-and-ride  facilities,  and  other  capital  equipment  such  as  communications 
systems,  telephone  information  systems,  vehicle  tracking  and  monitoring  systems,  fare 
collection  systems,  and  vehicle  fueling  systems. 

Figure  5:  Estimated  Annuai  Capital  Revenue  Need 
Ali  Sources,  1995-1999 
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The  $15.3  billion  annual  capital  need  also  includes  $4.1  billion  for  vehicle, 
equipment,  and  facility  rehabilitation.  Passenger  revenue  vehicle  rehabilitation  will  need 
$500  million  annually,  fixed-guideway  modernization  will  need  $2.2  billion  annually,  and 
rehabilitation  of  other  facilities  and  other  capital  items  will  need  $1.4  billion  annually. 


TABLE  3:  ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  CAPITAL  REVENUE  NEED 

ALL  SOURCES,  1995-1999 
(Billions  of  Dollars) 


Category 


Average  Annual  Need 
(Billions  of  Dollars) 


New  Passenger  Vehicles  for: 

Regular  Replacement  and  Growth 
New  Starts  and  Extensions 
Fixed-Quideway  Modernization 

Total  New  Passenger  Vehicles 

Fixed-Guideway  New  Starts  and  Extensions: 

New  Vehicle  Needs  (a) 

All  Other  Needs 
New  Starts  and  Extensions  Less  Duplication 

Total  Other  New  Facilities  and  Capital 

Passenger  Vehicles  Rehabilitation  for: 

Regular  Rehabilitation  Projects 

Fixed-Guideway  Modernization 
Total  Passenger  Vehicle  Rehabilitation 

Fixed-Guideway  Modernization: 

New  Vehicle  Needs  (a) 

Vehicle  Rehabilitation  Needs  (a) 

All  Other  Needs 
FIxed-Guldeway  Modernization  Less  Duplication 

Total  Facility  and  Other  Capital  Modernization 

Total  Annual  Capital  Investment  Need 
(Less  Duplication) 


(a):  Duplicates  previously  listed  vehicle  costs.  Number  may  not  add  due  to  rounding. 
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15,560  New  or  Rehabilitated  Passenger  Vehicles  Wili  be  Needed  Annualiy 

Passenger  vehicles  needs  are  shown  on  Table  4.  Transit  agencies  will  need  to 
purchase  new  vehicles  or  rehabilitate  vehicles  currently  in  service.  The  total  need  for  new 
or  rehabilitated  vehicles  is  8,560  buses,  5,380  vans,  and  1,620  rail  cars  of  all  types 
annually. 

TABLE  4:  ESTIMATED  NEED  FOR  NEW  AND  REHABIUTATED  VEHICLES 

ANNUAL  AVERAGE  1995-1999 


Type  of  Vehicle 


Number  of  Vehicles 


Buses 

Vans 

Rail  Cars 


8,560 
5.380 
1,620 


Total  Passenger  Vehicles 


15,560 


Capital  Needs  Exceed  Current  Revenue  by  $9.7  Billion  Annualiy 

Annual  estimated  capital  investment  needs  exceed  current  capital  revenue  by  170 
percent.  As  shown  on  Rgure  6,  the  estimated  annual  need  for  capital  investment  is  $15.3 
billion  while  capital  revenue  from  all  sources  in  1993  was  only  $5.6  billion,  resulting  in  a 
projected  shortfall  of  $9.7  billion  annually. 

This  shortfall  will  prevent  essential  expansion  and  modernization.  Without  adequate 
capital  investment  funds,  transit  agencies  will  be  unable  to  expand  service  to  meet  the 
demands  of  their  communities.  Without  modernization  and  rehabilitation,  facilities  and 
equipment  can  not  operate  at  peak  efficiency.  Constant  maintenance  drives  up  operating 
costs,  and  reduces  reliability. 

The  federal  share  of  capital  revenue  has  declined  since  1980,  but  to  a  lesser 
degree  than  the  decline  of  the  federal  share  of  operating  revenue.  Federal  appropriations 
for  capital  uses  were  $3.2  billion  in  1981  and  over  $3.6  billion  in  1994.  Over  that  period 
federal  capital  funds  increased  13  percent  in  nominal  dollars  but  decreased  29  percent, 
adjusted  for  inflation. 

In  1980,  the  portion  of  capital  investment  funds  from  the  federal  government  for 
urbanized  areas  was  79  percent.  By  1992  the  federal  portion  had  dropped  to  49  percent. 
This  decline  is  shown  on  Rgure  7. 
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Figure  6:  Estimated  Annual  Capital  Revenue  Need 
Contrasted  to  Current  Funding 
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Rgure  7:  Federal  Share  of  All  Transit  Capital  Revenue 
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state  and  local  governments,  including  transit  agency  taxing  districts,  provided  a 
greater  portion  of  capital  investment  revenue  in  1992  than  the  federal  government.  These 
data  are  for  transit  agencies  in  urbanized  areas  required  by  Section  15  of  the  Federal 
Transit  Act  to  provide  financial  data  to  the  federal  government. 


Development  of  APTA  Needs  Estimates 

The  American  Public  Transit  Association  prepares  transit  funding  needs  projections 
on  a  regular  basis.  These  estimates  affirm  the  continuing  shortfall  between  funds 
available  to  transit  and  the  funds  necessary  to  operate  transit  systems  at  a  full  sen/ice 
level  and  undertake  expansion  to  meet  demands  for  new  service. 

APTA  has  prepared  transit  funding  needs  projections  on  a  three-year  to  four-year 
cyde  since  1975.  This  cycle  ensures  that  any  dramatic  changes  in  funding  needs  will  be 
reported  in  a  timely  fashion  and  that  APTA  projections  will  provide  cun-ent,  accurate  data 
for  use  by  policy  makers  within  the  transit  industry  and  government 

APTA  is  an  international  association  of  operating  transit  authorities,  their  suppliers, 
and  other  advocates  of  improved  transit  service.  APTA-member  transit  agencies  in  the 
United  States  voluntarily  provided  the  data  necessary  to  calculate  the  needs  estimates  in 
this  report 

Funding  needs  estimated  in  this  report  are  for  all  funds,  regardless  of  source. 
They  are  not  limited  to  assistance  from  any  level  of  government  or  funds  from  any  other 
source.  The  amounts  represent  money  that  is  needed  to  fully  and  successfully  carry  out 
planned  services  and  programs.  They  are  not,  however,  predictions  of  spending  that  will 
actually  occur.  The  needs  reported  here  are  in  excess  of  historically  available  funding 
levels  and  are  a  call  for  an  increase  in  those  funding  levels,  not  a  prediction  of  actual 
future  spending. 

Funding  needs  estimated  in  this  report  are  a  summary  of  needs  reported  by 
Individual  APTA  members  on  a  voluntary  basis.  The  responses  are  expanded  statistically 
to  include  the  needs  of  all  U.S.  transit  operators.  The  individual  responses  represent  Mhe 
policy  of  the  responding  transit  agencies  within  the  restraints  of  the  sun/ey  questions. 
The  summation  of  individual  statements,  however,  does  not  represent  a  national  policy. 
The  funding  needs  in  this  report  are,  therefore,  a  snapshot  of  the  needs  of  the  transit 
Industry.  The  needs  will  inevitably  change  because  the  needs  of  local  communities  that 
contribute  to  this  report  are  continually  changing. 

Although  precise  numbers  developed  from  survey  data  are  reported  here,  the  data 
are  projections  of  future  occurrences.  Thus,  they  indicate  the  magnitude  of  needs  but  do 
not  predict  future  funding.  The  needs  estimates  in  this  report  are  conservative.  They  are 
based  on  maintaining  existing  operations  at  full  effectiveness  and  efficiency  and  expanding 
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service  only  to  already  planned  levels  that  can  be  accomplished  during  the  time  period. 
Greater  levels  of  investment  would  be  needed  to  accommodate  significant  increases  in 
transit's  share  of  total  trips,  a  result  that  is  critical  if  many  federal  transportation  goals  are 
to  be  achieved. 

Public  Transportation  Funding  Needs,  1995-1999  is  a  summary  of  the  APIA  Transit 
Funding  Needs  Survey.  Extensive  detailed  information  obtained  from  that  survey  will  be 
published  by  APIA  in  the  Spring  of  1994. 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

AMERICA'S  COALITION  FOR  TRANSIT  NOW 

WITNESS 

JOSEPH  G.  RAPPAPORT,  COORDINATOR,  STRAPHANGERS  CAMPAIGN, 
AMERICA'S  COALITION  FOR  TRANSIT  NOW 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Rappaport. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Representa- 
tive Wolf.  I  am  Joseph  Rappaport,  Coordinator  of  the  Straphangers 
Campaign,  a  transit  riders  group  in  New  York  City.  I  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  regarding  the  CUnton  Administra- 
tion's fiscal  year  1995  budget. 

I  believe  you  have  a  copy  of  my  written  statement. 

The  Straphangers  Campaign  has  been  working  for  better  sub- 
ways and  buses  in  New  York  since  1979  as  a  project  of  the  New 
York  public  interest  research  group.  Our  group  is  proud  to  be  one 
of  the  more  than  200  organizations  that  are  members  of  America's 
Coalition  for  Transit  Now. 

The  Transit  Now  coalition  includes  business,  environmental,  fi- 
nancial institutions,  health  care  suppliers  and  groups,  disability 
groups.  We  believe  that  public  transit  can  improve,  does  improve 
the  economy  of  the  country,  makes  it  easier  for  workers,  students, 
and  others  to  get  around  and  means  less  air  pollution  and  can  ease 
traffic  congestion,  which  costs  business  billions  of  dollars  a  year. 

Last  year  when  you  were  considering  the  1994  budget  request, 
a  senior  executive  from  Lehman  Brothers  spoke  for  Transit  Now 
and  talked  of  the  importance  of  transit  investment.  This  year,  I 
want  to  offer  the  perspective  of  public  transportation  users. 

This  budget  has  good  news  £ind  bad  news  for  transit  users.  The 
good  news,  of  course,  is  that  there  is  some  increase  in  capital  fund- 
ing for  systems  like  New  York.  There  have  been  real  improvements 
over  the  last  decade  because  of  increased  capital  funding  in  New 
York. 

I  am  told.  Chairman  Carr,  that  you  have  been  to  New  York.  I 
know  there  is  some  controversy  about  California  earlier  today  to 
see  the  subway  cars  that  breaJc  down  every  50,000  miles  as  op- 
posed to  7,000  miles,  which  is  how  often  they  broke  down  in  the 
early  1980s. 

There  is  upgraded  track  and  other  improvements.  The  record  in 
New  York  proves  that  bringing  Federal  aid  close  to  the  levels 
promised  by  ISTEA  legislation  makes  sense  for  transit  users  and 
for  the  Nation. 

We  believe,  as  Chairman  Stangl  said  this  morning,  that  the  lev- 
els should  be  brought  up  to  the  ISTEA  promised  levels. 

Operating  funding,  that  is  the  bad  news.  The  Clinton  proposal 
includes  a  25  percent  reduction  in  operating  assistance  to  transit 
systems,  a  significant  change  in  policy  that  we  believe  would  hit 
transit  riders  right  in  the  pocket  with  higher  fares,  worse  service, 
or  both.  This  proposal  baffles  transit  users  and  groups  like  mine 
because  operating  and  capital  funding  are  linked. 

If  the  Federal  Government  is  spending  money  to  fix  a  transit  sys- 
tem, to  buy  new  buses  or  new  subway  cars,  to  repair  track,  replace 
antiquated  signal  systems,  it  makes  sense  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
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ment  continue  to  make  sure  that  people  can  afford  to  ride  that 
same  transit  system  and  makes  sense  that  transit  systems  can  af- 
ford to  offer  enough  service. 

With  this  deep  cut  in  aid,  many  would  find  affordable  convenient 
transit  much  harder  to  offer,  as  Mr.  Townes  mentioned,  as  in  New 
York  City,  where  the  loss  of  Federal  aid  could  mean  a  fare  hike  of 
maybe  a  nickel,  Peter  Stangl  said  earlier  today. 

Congressman  Wolf  asked  about  the  effect  of  a  $2.00  fare.  That 
may  not  seem  a  big  increase,  but  we  believe  it  is.  People  who  ride 
mass  transits  daily  already  pay  a  $1.25  to  ride  the  subways  and 
buses,  and  a  half  a  billion  more  pay  $2.50  a  day  because  they  live 
in  what  are  called  double-fare  zones. 

This  is  as  much  as  any  rider  pays  in  the  Nation  because  there 
are  no  discounts  offered.  A  wide  range  of  New  Yorkers  ride  the 
transit  system  from  Lehman  Brothers  executives  to  tourist  to  elder- 
ly people,  and  we  need  to  keep  those  people  on  transit  by  offering 
frequent  service  that  is  as  affordable  as  possible. 

We  can't  afford  to  lose  riders  in  New  York  because  some  may 
choose  cars  or  vans  that  will  increase  congestion  and  make  it  hard- 
er for  businesses  to  deliver  goods. 

Many  riders  are  Wall  Street  bankers.  They  can't  even  afford  a 
small  fare  increase.  For  them,  $2.50  to  get  to  and  from  work  is  al- 
ready a  significant  portion  of  their  family  budget.  New  York  riders 
already  pay  a  higher  percentage  of  the  cost  of  operating  the  system 
than  riders  in  any  other  city  in  the  Nation. 

On  the  subway  system,  it  is  about  62  percent. 

Across  the  Nation,  the  profile  is  even  more  striking.  Who  are  the 
riders  who  would  have  to  pay  an  extra  half  dollar  a  day  if  there 
is  a  quarter  increase  on  some  systems,  an  extra  half  dollar  is  a 
$2.50  a  week;  an  extra  $125  a  year. 

This  is  a  profile  of  the  average  rider,  according  to  surveys,  a 
woman,  minority,  below  average  income,  going  to  and  from  work. 
These  are  Americans  who  can  least  afford  an  increase  in  their  com- 
muting costs. 

In  fact,  more  than  a  quarter  of  all  transit  riders  have  annual 
family  incomes  of  less  than  $15,000  and  7  out  of  10  of  these  trips 
are  to  and  from  either  work  or  school.  So  these  riders  are  making 
necessary  important  trips  and  a  fare  increase  and  a  cut  in  operat- 
ing aid  would  hurt  them  dramatically. 

Other  heavy  users  include  persons  with  disabilities.  We  are 
strong  supporters  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.  ADA  com- 
pliance, though,  costs  money  as  much  as  a  billion  dollars  annually 
according  to  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.  Two-thirds  of  this, 
$650  million,  is  for  operating  funds,  increased  operating  costs. 

It  would  be  curious  if  Federal  transit  aid  were  to  drop  signifi- 
cantly as  transit  systems  strive  to  comply  with  this  ground-break- 
ing Federal  legislation.  My  group  and  the  other  groups  here,  I 
know,  recognize  the  funding  problems  your  committee  faces,  but  a 
decrease  in  operating  assistance  for  transit  hits  the  wrong  people 
at  what  is  already  a  tough  time  for  many  and  would  make  it  hard- 
er for  many  cities  to  meet  the  Clean  Air  and  ADA  requirements. 

We  are  encouraged  by  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tees. They  supported  restoring  operating  assistance  to  current  lev- 
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els  and  we  urge  you  to  reject  programs  to  limit  this  assistance  and 
to  fund  a  strong  Federal  transportation  program. 

Thank  you  for  the  chance  to  testify.  We  would  be  happy  to  take 
your  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here  and  for  giving 
us  the  benefits  of  your  thoughts. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Joseph  Rappaport  follows:] 
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Good  Afternoon  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee, 
thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  regarding  the  Clinton 
Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget.   I  am  Joseph  G. 
Rappaport,  Coordinator  of  the  Straphangers  Campaign,  a  project  of 
the  New  York  Public  Interest  Research  Group.   Our  citizens  group 
is  proud  to  be  one  of  more  than  200  organizations  that  are 
members  of  America's  Coalition  for  Transit  NOW. 

The  Coalition  includes  business  and  environmental  interests, 
health  care  and  disability  groups,  financial  institutions  and  a 
broad  range  of  other  interests .   What  brings  us  together  is  a 
belief  that  public  transit  offers  opportunities  for  improving  the 
economy  and  increasing  the  mobility  and  productivity  of  this 
nation's  workforce.   We  also  see  its  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  and  health  care  accessibility. 

Last  year  Mr.  Chairman,  when  you  were  considering  the  FY 
1994  budget  request.  Transit  NOW  offered  as  its  spokesperson  a 
senior  executive  of  Lehman  Brothers.   This  year,  with  a  proposed 
25  percent  cut  in  transit  operating  assistance,  I  hope  to  offer 
the  perspective  of  the  consumers  of  public  transportation. 

In  broad  terms,  President  Clinton's  FY  1995  budget  offers 
limited  encouragement  to  those  of  us  who  believe  in  a  strong 
Federal  public  transportation  program.   Certainly  the  increase  in 
capital  funding  will  provide  needed  funds  to  begin  replacing 
obsolete  and  aging  inventory.   However,  we  view  the  proposed  25 
percent  reduction  in  transit  operating  assistance  as  a 
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significant  and  potentially  very  detrimental  policy  change. 
Additionally,  a  policy  that  discourages  new  starts  seems  to 
contradict  vital  national  goals  of  increasing  infrastructure 
investment . 

Transit  operating  assistance  is  an  essential  source  of 
revenue  for  many  public  transit  systems.   These  funds  are 
directly  responsible  for  helping  the  systems  maintain  the 
broadest  possible  route  structure,  maximizing  ridership  and 
keeping  fares  from  escalating  beyond  the  reach  of  the  many  riders 
who  depend  upon  public  tremsportation  for  mobility. 

It  is  important  to  put  the  issue  of  operating  assistance  in 
perspective  given  current  fiscal  constraints  and  statutory 
mandates.   For  example,  transit  systems  around  the  country  are 
undertaking  large  scale  efforts  in  order  to  be  fully  compliant 
with  the  terms  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) , 
which  guarantees  access  to  transportation  for  everyone.   However, 
while  systems  are  working  toward  full  compliance,  more 
impediments  are  being  placed  before  local  governments  and  transit 
systems. 

Surveys  conducted  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration 
estimate  that  the  costs  to  all  public  transportation  systems  to 
become  fully  compliant  with  the  ADA  will  be  approximately  $1 
billion  per  year,  and  of  this  amount  $650  million  represents 
increased  operating  costs.   This  means  that  if  the 
Administration's  FY  1995  budget  proposal  were  to  be  implemented 
and  operating  assistance  cut  to  $600  million  per  year,  there 
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would  not  be  sufficient  resources  to  cover  new  operating  costs 
associated  with  implementing  ADA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  step  back  from  the  national  picture  for 
a  moment  and  comment  as  a  resident  of  New  York  City.   As  you  are 
aware,  New  York's  MTA  receives  strong  support  from  the  state  and 
collects  a  very  large  share  of  revenue  from  the  fare  box.   For 
these  reasons,  the  system  utilizes  a  relatively  limited  share  of 
operating  funds  as  compared  on  a  percentage  basis  with  other 
systems  across  the  nation.   So  it  may  seem  that  a  cutback  in  the 
transit  operating  program  might  have  a  relatively  limited  impact 
on  our  system's  financial  viability. 

Unfortunately,  in  a  city  whose  lifeblood  is  mobility  and  the 
ability  for  workers,  students,  the  elderly  and  national  and 
international  visitors  to  move  about  easily,  any  increased 
pressure  on  transit  system  finances  could  have  serious  effects. 
For  a  significant  number  of  residents  in  our  city,  spending  the 
base  fare  of  $1.25  takes  up  a  large  share  of  the  family  budget. 
Potential  fare  increases  or  curtailed  services  could  deal  a 
serious  financial  setback  to  these  families. 

It  is  also  important  to  look  at  who  rides  transit. 
According  to  a  ridership  analysis  completed  last  year,  a  profile 
of  the  typical  U.S.  transit  rider  shows  that  she  is  a  minority 
female  with  below  average  income  going  to  and  from  work.   In 
fact,  more  than  half  --  54  percent  --  of  all  transit  "trips"  are 
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made  to  and  from  work;  school  trips  comprise  another  15  percent. 
The  remainder  are  for  shopping,  medical  visits,  and  recreation. 
About  28  percent  of  all  riders  have  annual  family  incomes  of  less 
than  $15,000  --  twice  the  percentage  of  people  below  the  national 
"poverty  rate . " 

Access  to  transportation  is  an  important  issue  in  any 
community.   Last  month,  a  representative  of  the  American 
Foundation  for  the  Blind,  which  is  also  a  member  of  Transit  NOW,  • 
noted  that  the  proposed  cuts  in  funding  would  disproportionately 
impact  approximately  4.2  million  visually  impaired  persons  who 
depend  upon  public  transportation  as  a  "lifeline."   She  also 
noted  a  "concern  about  a  crisis  of  access  to  community  services 
in  smaller  rural,  suburban  and  small  city  areas  where  people  are 
really  dependent  on  public  transportation  to  get  to  their  health 
care  provider,  educational  opportunities  or  place  of  work." 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  encouraged  by  the  actions  taken  by  the 
House  and  Senate  Budget  Committees  to  restore  operating 
assistance  to  current  levels.   The  Coalition  is  also  aware  of  the 
resource  allocation  dilemmas  facing  the  Subcommittee.   However, 
the  members  of  America's  Coalition  for  Transit  NOW  urge  you  to 
reject  proposals  to  limit  operating  assistance  and  to  fund  a 
strong  Federal  public  transportation  program  at  no  less  than  the 
amounts  provided  in  FY  1994. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify. 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  this  Subcommittee  has  al- 
ways supported  operating  subsidies,  and  obviously  the  capital  ex- 
penditures in  all  likelihood  will  do  so  again. 

I  would  like  to  initiate  a  conversation  which  probably  will  extend 
over  several  years  about  what  we  really  should  do  next  because  I 
foresee  a  time  when  just  sort  of  digging  in  our  heel  and  getting  op- 
erating subsidy  and  capital  increases  the  way  we  have  had  them 
in  the  past  just  isn't  going  to  work. 

The  interesting  thing  about  the  President's  request  on  operating 
subsidies  is  that  it  now  means  that  Presidents  of  both  parties  have 
now  suggested  the  elimination  of  operating  subsidies.  There  is  a 
strong  feeling  that  the  connection  between  the  two  needs  to  be 
somewhat  sharpened,  that  if  the  Federal  Government  doesn't — if 
the  Federal  Government  hangs  out  a  generous  capital  spending 
programs,  and  also  generous  operating  subsidy  programs,  that  the 
incentive  inside  all  of  the  transit  properties  of  America  is  to  go  for 
the  gold.  Just  go  get  it. 

There  is  no  limit  on  the  ability — there  is  no  sort  of  incentive  that 
sort  of  disciplines  transit  properties  in  their  planning  relative  to 
the  pursuit  of  capital  dollars  from  Washington. 

One  of  the  incentives  that  we  have  looked  at  over  the  years,  of 
course,  is  trying  to  require  a  match  on  capital  expenditures  and  I 
think  that  to  some  extent  that  has  been  good. 

This  Committee  has  tried  to  put  a  little  additional  incentive  in 
by  giving  points  to  over-match,  which  is  good,  but  that  is  not  a  per- 
fect solution  either  because  some  communities  are  that  growth  belt 
and  they  get  favorable  bond  ratings  and  a  variety  of  other  benefits 
that  enable  them  to  over-match  whereas  if  you  are  in  my  part  of 
the  country,  there  is  not  a  lot  of  opportunity  for  over-match  out  of 
Michigan,  right?  So  that  is  not  a  real  perfect  system  either. 

The  administration,  if  they  were  here  today  testifying,  they 
would  indicate  that  there  is — if  you  limit  operating  subsidies,  that 
somehow  or  other  that  produces  a  bit  of  an  incentive  inside  of  tran- 
sit properties  that  suggests  that  properties  wouldn't  ask  for  more 
capital  than  they  could  operate  on  the  basis  of  their  dedicated 
source  of  local  operating  revenue,  plus  their  fare  box  plus  whatever 
minimal  Federal  or  State  support  they  get,  and  that  that  would 
slow  down  the  requests  for  capital  dollars. 

I  am  not  terribly  convinced  about  that  but  it  is  a  concern  that 
has  to  be  addressed.  One  other  thing  that  really  bothers  us,  I 
guess,  is  that  communities  vary  widely  in  their  dependence  on  the 
operating  subsidy. 

In  New  York,  for  example,  it  is  a  large  number,  but  it  is  still  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  total  operating.  One  could  somehow  or  other 
imagine  that  New  York  could  probably  figure  out  a  way  to  make 
up  1  percent. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  We  would  be  more  than  happy  to  have  it  lifted 
up  to  the  level  that  some  other  cities  get. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  some  cities.  I  don't  mean  to  pick  on  cities, 
but  my  recollection  is  that  Omaha — Dayton  was  somewhere  be- 
tween 60  and  70  percent.  I  understand  that  it  is  hard  for  an  asso- 
ciation to  sort  of  come  to  grips  with  those  wide  divergences  in  de- 
pendency, but  it  to  me  would  seem  reasonable  that  somewhere, 
somehow,  perhaps  within  APTA,  between  APTA  and  Congress  and 
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the  Federal  Transportation  Administration  that  someone  begin  a 
conversation  about  subsidies,  their  relationship  to  capital,  their  re- 
lationship to  size. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  perhaps — the  pressure  to  eliminate 
subsidies  is  not  going  away,  in  other  words,  and  I  have  to  tell  you 
that  this  budget  year  for  us  too  is  going  to  be  very,  very  difficult. 
The  President  has  already  asked  us  to  spend  more  money  than  we 
have  resources. 

We  have  a  problem — we  have  about  a  $400  million  problem  on 
just  what  he  proposed  on  ISTEA  and  what  he  didn't  propose  on  re- 
scissions. What  he  said  he  was  going  to  propose  and  then  didn't 
propose  on  rescissions. 

You  add  to  that  200-plus  million  dollars  for  operating  subsidies 
that  he  didn't  want  to  have  that  in  all  likelihood  we  will  try  to  pro- 
vide. And  you  can  see  our  delta  between  reality  and  dollars  is  get- 
ting pretty  wide  at  this  point,  plus  we  were  told  in  a  meeting  just 
a  few  minutes  ago  that  there  are  a  number  of  unallocated,  I  guess 
is  a  good  word — the  spending  that  we  are  going  to  be  required  to 
make  that  are  unallocated  between  the  13  Appropriations  Sub- 
committees, so  we  might  even  have  to  take  a  1/13  hit  on  that.  I  am 
not  sure. 

We  were  just  briefed  on  it  and  we  don't  have  a  resolution  on  that 
issue.  We  are  now  approaching  some  real  serious  change,  and  that 
is  not  going  to  go  away.  We  can  probably  try  to  figure  out  how  to 
put  the  square  peg  through  the  round  hole  this  year  as  we  did  it 
last  year. 

It  won't  have  a  lot  of  comfort  to  it,  but  we  will  probably  figure 
out  a  way  to  do  that,  but  the  issue  is  not  going  to  go  away.  It 
seems  to  me  we  have  to  start  this  conversation  about  what  do  we 
do  about  operating  subsidies.  Section  9,  how  do  we  scale  it? 

Do  we  get  to  a  position  where  we  say  that  there  would  be  caps 
in  terms  of  percentage?  I  mean,  maybe  it  wouldn't  be  fair. 

I  am  just  searching  for  ideas  here.  I  don't  have  a  position,  but 
maybe  systems  of  a  certain  size  and  a  certain  dollar  volume  would 
have  a  certain  percentage  cap  of  their  dependency  on  Federal  oper- 
ating subsidies.  Those  systems  perhaps  in  a  formula  that  included 
population  density  and  ridership  density  would  be  asked  to  do 
more. 

I  don't  know  the  answer.  I  am  just  throwing  it  out  because  you 
are  leaders  in  the  transit  industry  and  I  think  you  need  to  begin 
this  conversation  so  that  we — ^because  at  some  point — I  won't  be 
chairman  next  year,  but  at  some  point,  there  will  be  somebody  here 
that  is  going  to  say  we  just  can't  do  it  and  then  the  results  begin 
to  get  rather  random  because  we  haven't  planned  for  it. 

We  have  thought  it  is  never  going  to  happen.  We  will  send  our 
best  people  to  the  Appropriations  Committee  and  we  will  just  fix 
it.  Some  years,  it  is  not  going  to  fix  and  the  consequences  will  be 
random  rather  than  planned. 

It  seems  to  me  if  you  have  an  option  to  go  to  Acapulco  or  Myrtle 
Beach,  but  you  need  to  plan  ahead  to  get  the  right  ticket,  the  right 
Super  Saver  ticket  to  get  to  Acapulco  and  back,  but  you  don't  plan 
ahead,  so  you  end  up  going  by  car  to  Myrtle  Beach,  you  may  want 
to  go  to  Myrtle  Beach,  but  do  it  because  you  want  to  plan  to  go  to 
Myrtle  Beach,  not  because  you  end  up  putting  yourself  into  a  situa- 
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tion  where  you  didn't  plan  to  do  something  better  so  you  had  to 
take  a  less  favorable  result.  That  is  all  my  sermon. 

Mr.  TOWNES.  As  Vice  President  of  Government  Affairs,  I  take 
that  charge  very  seriously.  My  job  here  today,  of  course,  is  to  rep- 
resent the  association's  present  position,  but  I  can  tell  you  in  con- 
versations with  my  colleagues,  there  is  a  clear  recognition  of  what 
you  just  reminded  us  of. 

Wliere  it  is  going  to  come  out,  from  our  point  of  view,  I  don't 
know,  but  I  think  maybe  within  a  year  or  two  you  will  see  us  for- 
mulate a  position  which  doesn't  tear  apart  our  coalition  which  ad- 
dresses what  you  have  just  mentioned.  I  think  very  clearly  we  rec- 
ognize that  and  we  are  going  to  have  to  come  up  with  something, 
I  take  it  as  my  personal  challenge. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  share  a  lot  of  what  the  chairman  said.  One  of  the 
reasons  if  you  deal  in  the  operating  area,  you  put  more  of  a  respon- 
sibility back  on  the  operating,  if  you  will,  and  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  Metro.  I  was  a  young  boy  living  in  the  City  of  Philadel- 
phia. 

If  the  Feds  are  taking  care  of  the  operating  expense,  there  is  not 
as  much  of  a  need  for  the  authority  to  be  responsible  and  to  shake 
the  system  down  and  get  it  to  be  better  and  more  efficient.  So  if 
you  only  have  so  much  money,  I  would  be  one  for  pushing  for  as 
much  money  as  we  can  for  mass  transit,  but  geared  in  such  a  for- 
mula that  assures  that  the  local  transit  authority  is  cutting  the 
costs.  Otherwise,  the  Federal  Government  is  just  going  to  pass  it 
on. 

You  don't  have  the  same  requirements  that  kind  of  make  the  sys- 
tem run  better.  Local  responsibility  is  where  it  ought  to  be. 

A  dollar  twenty-five — and  I  understand  for  a  lot  of  people  that 
is  a  lot  of  money,  but  compared  to  a  lot  of  systems,  particularly 
here  in  Washington,  it  is  $2.50.  At  rush  hour,  it  is  maybe  $2.90 
cents  and  maybe  going  up. 

You  can  go  through  the  whole  system  in  New  York  City,  whereas 
here,  you  are  only  going  a  short  distance  and  the  fare  amount  that 
we  claim  at  the  box  is  higher.  I  think  you  would  be  better  off  in 
New  York  with  a  good,  well-run  system,  which  I  think  you  have, 
where  the  money  is  going  into  capital  and  less  into  operating 
whereby  you  had  to  make  the  best  judgments  locally,  but  the  sys- 
tem performed  better  then  I  think  the  additional  nickel 

Mr.  Rappaport.  It  is  tough  for  many  people  to  come  up  with  the 
$1.25.  I  understand  what  you  are  saying,  but  I  do  think  that  for 
some  people,  that  is  already  a  lot  of  money.  It  is  a  different  kind 
of  system  than  the  Washington  system. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  may  be  a  subsidy  with  regard  to  within  the 
area  that  there  would  be  a  discount  for  the  elderly  or  different 
things,  like  you  have  to  take  care  of  that.  It  is  not  an  easy  issue. 
I  am  not  saying  anyone  can  afford  a  $1.25  or  $1.30. 

In  New  York  City,  it  is  life  or  death.  It  is  absolutely  important. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  In  New  York,  as  Chairman  Stangl  said,  there 
has  been  considerable  effort  to  decrease  costs  and  I  think  that  hap- 
pens at  local  authorities  around  the  country. 
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In  addition,  I  believe  that  we  should — Representative  Carr  men- 
tioned the  idea  of  slowing  down  capital  investment  and  I  think 
what  we  need  in  this  country  is  in  fact  an  increase  in  transit  in- 
vestment and  not  a  slowdown.  Most  of  these  projects  that  move  for- 
ward do  move  forward  at  a  reasonable  pace  and  serve  people. 

I  just  wanted  to  mention  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  think  maybe  you  misinterpreted  my  words  and  I 
think  it  is  a  fair  misinterpretation  because  you  haven't  been  here 
through  so  many  boring  hearings  to  listen  to  my  total  philosophy 
on  these  things. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  It  was  tremendously  fascinating  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  problems  we  have  in  capital  investment 
isn't  really  more  or  less.  We  are  getting  more.  We  have  a  very  seri- 
ous problem  in  efficiently  investing  more.  We  could  actually  do 
more  if  we  could  invest  it  efficiently,  but  we  can't,  and  it  is  one  of 
the  greatest  frustrations  of  this  Committee,  because  there  is  no 
mechanism,  other  than  this  Committee  in  this  room  and  one  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Capitol  Dome  just  like  it,  to  allocate  and  schedule 
the  investment  of  this  country. 

There  is  no  mayor.  There  is  no  head  of  a  transit  agency  that 
wants  to  get  their  investment  five  years  from  now.  Everyone  wants 
their  investment  today.  Why?  Because  they  are  employed  today. 
They  are  mayors  today.  Tomorrow  they  may  not  be  there. 

If  we  could  get  some — and  I  don't  know  what  it  would  be,  a 
grand  scheduling  system,  whereby  every  community  in  America 
would  make  their  investment  proposals  and  then  we  could  sit  down 
and  say  "All  right,  you  can  start  yours  today.  You  will  build  it 
within  three  years  at  the  maximum  efficient  rate  and  then  you 
won't  have  any  more  for  awhile  and  some  other  community  will 
then  take  your  place  in  line  at  the  maximum  efficient  investment." 

We  just  don't  do  that.  Why?  It  is  like  50  people  trying  to  crowd 
through  that  door  back  there.  Everybody  wants  theirs  today.  In  the 
end,  this  Committee  ends  up  handing  out  inefficiency  and  rationing 
investment.  That  is  not  a  real  desirable  position  to  be  in. 

We  don't  maximize  our  rates  of  return.  We  waste  money  doing 
that.  The  other  thing  that  happens  is  that  there  is  never  a  transit 
property  which  hires  engineers,  which  hires  planners,  which  hires 
forecasters,  gets  a  huge  staffer  to  build  a  project,  which  hires  lobby- 
ists to  come  to  this  committee  to  make  proposals  and  actually  gets 
money,  that  ultimately  every  one  decides  that  they  have  had 
enough. 

Every  transit  property  in  America  gets  hooked  on  a  never-ending 
stream  of  Section  3  dollars.  We  have  the  transit  system  here,  the 
wonderful  Washington  Metropolitan  subway,  the  Metro  subway. 
They  have  had  their  hand  out  for  20  some,  30  years  now.  Now  they 
are  coming  in  for  rail  mod.  That  was  originally  intended  for  cities 
like  New  York  and  Boston,  Chicago,  cities  that  had  gone  out  and 
built  their  own  subway  systems  on  their  own  dollars  before  there 
was  a  UMTA  or  FTA  and  to  help  them  sort  of  renew  their  systems 
after  a  hundred  years  of  running  trains  underground. 

But  now  we  have  the  new  modernists  who  think  they  are  old 
enough,  and  I  guess  by  statute  qualify,  so  they  are  back  in  on  that 
one. 
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It  is  a  frustration  we  have,  because  you  know,  there  are  some 
communities  in  America  that  would  like  to  have  some  good  transit 
and  they  can't  because  the  others  have  sort  of  got  an  incumbent 
position  on  an  assembly  line  of  capital  production. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  That  seems  to  be  the  case  certainly  sitting  here 
today  with  highway  builders.  We  heard  from  Orange  County  and 
other  places  around  the  country  and  of  course  ISTEA,  the  highway 
part  of  ISTEA  is  funded  at  a  full  level  as  opposed  to  the  transit 
level  which  is  not  at  the  full  level,  near  full  level. 

It  certainly  is  not  yet  an  even  playing  field,  and  if  you  are  going 
to  talk  about  folks  who  keep  coming  back  and  back  and  not  learn- 
ing, I  would  argue  that  that  is  the  folks  who  are  coming  here  ask- 
ing you  for  highway  money  when  there  are  Clean  Air  Act  mandates 
that  require  reduced  car  use,  require  us  to  clean  up  our  air,  it  is 
just  not  happening. 

ADA,  along  with  the  ADA  requirements  that  you  have  asked 
transit  authorities  to  fulfill,  it  would  make  sense  to  fund  mass 
transit  at  least  an  equal  level. 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  are  people  in  rural  areas  that  need  highways, 
too.  There  is  growth  in  the  country  and  to  say — some  of  these  cities 
are  relatively  stagnant  and  therefore  the  growth  has  not  gone  up 
quite  so  much.  Others  have  expanded  tremendously. 

You  don't  want  to  get  into  a  battle  with  the  highway  department 
because  there  is  enough  need  for  both  and  frankly  there  are  a  lot 
of  people  in  rural  areas  who  would  love  to  take  mass  transits  but 
can't.  I  represent  a  district  that  was  heavily  urban  and  that  is 
what  people  were  interested  in.  Now  it  is  heavily  rural.  It  is  a  bal- 
ance. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  In  a  county  like  Orange  County  where  there  can 
be  imaginative  uses  of  transit,  it  is  unclear  whether  that  is  happen- 
ing and  that  concerns  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  point  of  fact,  it  is  happening  and  that  was  the  re- 
quest here.  It  is  for  transitways  et  cetera,  I  agree  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia.  It  is  not  really  productive  to  talk  about  tran- 
sit versus  highways.  That  is  a  false  comparison.  After  all,  75  per- 
cent of  transit  riders  in  America  rides  in  a  bus,  not  a  train,  and 
those  buses  rides  on  highways. 

Highways  get  our  emergency  vehicles  like  fire  and  ambulances. 
Highways  deliver  goods.  Transit  systems  do  not  deliver  the  perish- 
able commodities  to  your  local  7-Eleven.  They  both  have  a  role. 

Mr.  Rappaport.  No  doubt,  but  there  is  also  no  doubt  that  we 
have  got  highways  that  go — there  is  no  community  in  your  district 
or  yours  that  is  unserved  by  roadways  right  now.  The  question  is 
how  to  get  some  of  those  people  out  of  there  cars  in  some  of  these 
districts 

Mr.  Carr.  I  would  dispute  that.  If  we  could  some  time — I  visited 
New  York.  Maybe  you  ought  to  visit  Michigan.  We  have  commu- 
nities in  Michigan,  I  will  tell  the  gentleman,  where  we  cannot  af- 
ford, and  these  are  not  Federal  dollars,  simply  not  Federal  dollars. 

It  is  just  that  the  local  communities  don't  have  the  dollars  to  do 
it — we  are  actually  returning  paved  highways  back  to  gravel  in 
some  places  in  Michigan  because  we  can't  afford  to  repave  the  road. 
It  is  cheaper  to  rubblize  the  gravel,  grind  it  up,  plow  it  up  and  we 
are  actually  going  backwards  in  certain  areas  and  these  happen  to 
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be  the  little  farm  roads  that  kids  get  their  milk  because  there  is 
a  huge  seven-axle  trailer  truck  that  goes  out  to  these  farms  and 
picks  up  the  milk. 

We  have  got  rural  bridges  that  need  renewal,  and  there  is  live- 
stock trucks  and  things  that  just  can't  get  to  some  of  these  rural 
areas.  The  milk  in  New  York  City  doesn't  magically  show  up  in  a 
carton  without  coming  from  someplace.  So  this  is  a  very  inter- 
connected country,  and  you  know,  we  see  all  the  needs.  We  see 
needs  for  transit.  We  see  needs  for  highways. 

Anyway,  thank  you  gentlemen  for  being  here.  We  appreciate  your 
testimony. 


Tuesday,  April  26,  19&4. 

COMMUNITY  TRANSPORTATION  ASSOCIATION  OF 

AMERICA  (CTAA) 

WITNESS 

MIKE  MOBEY,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  ISABELLA  COUNTY  TRANSPOR- 
TATION, MT.  PLEASANT 

Mr.  Carr.  Like  to  next  welcome  the  Community  Transportation 
Association  of  America. 

Mr.  MOBEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mike,  it  is  nice  to  have  somebody  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MOBEY.  Glad  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  had,  as  you  probably  noted  here  earlier,  we 
had  the  spouses  of  California  mayors  who  were  from  Michigan;  we 
had  the  testimony  of  a  person  who  was  from  California  who  as- 
serted that  his  son  really  wanted  to  be  a  resident  of  Michigan  at 
the  University  of  Michigan;  and  now  we  have  a  real  Michiganite 
here. 

Mr.  MOBEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Mike  Mobey,  and  I  have  been  General  Manager  of 
Isabella  County  Transportation  in  Mount  Pleasant,  Michigan,  since 
1983.  I  am  also  the  current  President  of  the  Michigan  Public  Tran- 
sit Association.  And  I  will  restrain  myself  from  gratuitous  remarks 
about  those  who  wish  to  be  related  somehow  to  the  greatest  State 
in  the  Nation  but  choose  not  to  live  there.  That  is  their  misfortune. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well  said. 

Mr.  MOBEY.  I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  Community  Trans- 
portation Association  of  America,  national  organization  of  rural, 
small  urban  and  specialized  transportation  providers.  I  currently 
represent  the  Great  Lakes  Region  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
CTAA. 

We  advocate  on  behalf  of  smaller  transit  agencies  and  more  than 
75  million  Americans  who  rely  on  public  transit  to  get  to  jobs, 
training,  medical  facilities  and  other  basic  life  needs.  My  own  sys- 
tem is  a  fleet  of  30  vehicles,  we  employ  50  people,  we  operate  in 
a  area  of  approximately  600  square  miles,  serving  a  population  of 
60,000  people. 

Now,  our  budget  is  roughly  $1.5  billion  and  we  transport  300,000 
people  a  year.  This  is,  however,  by  no  means  typical  of  what  is  oc- 
curring in  rural  transportation  in  the  country.  We  are  happy  that 
this  year,  for  the  first  time,  the  President's  budget  reflected  full 
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funding  under  ISTEA  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  For- 
mula Assistance  Program,  and  most  especially  including  the  Sec- 
tion 18  rural  program. 

We  are  delighted  to  see  this  kind  of  response  to  a  pressing  rural 
problem  and  hope  this  committee  will  support  the  President's  re- 
quest. We  are  also  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  share  with 
the  Committee  the  results  of  a  just  completed  survey  of  rural  pub- 
lic transit  systems  that  CTAA  undertook  on  behalf  of  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration.  The  Executive  Summary  is  appended  to 
my  report  and  I  hope  this  will  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  record. 

Let  me  review  that  briefly.  The  Section  18  network  consists  of 
approximately  1,400  rursd  transit  operators,  1,200  of  which  are  di- 
rect recipients  of  Federal  funds  and  there  are  200  subcontractors. 
These  critical  rural  operations  reflect  a  large  number  of  small  pro- 
viders doing  more  with  less  and  operating  on  shoestring  budgets. 
The  average  rural  transit  budget  is  only  about  $150,000. 

The  rural  fleet  is  currently  approximately  12,500,  small  buses, 
vans  and  other  vehicles  providing  more  than  100  million  trips  per 
year.  The  fleet  which  is  50  percent  accessible  is  25  percent  larger 
than  it  was  in  1989;  30  percent  of  the  vehicles  in  the  national  fleet 
are  over  6  years  old  and  over  half  of  all  vehicles  in  rural  service 
are  beyond  their  expected  life  cycle. 

Levels  of  service  in  the  Section  18  program.  Over  34  million  rural 
residents  have  access  to  some  public  transit  service.  Public  trans- 
portation is  available  at  least  to  a  limited  extent  in  more  than 
1,700  nonmetropolitan  counties. 

However,  more  than  a  third  of  the  Nation's  rural  communities 
see  no  benefit  whatsoever  from  the  Section  18  program.  Over  875 
rural  counties,  nearly  27  million  people,  or  roughly  one-third  of  the 
Nation's  rural  population,  remain  completely  unserved.  Another  30 
percent  live  in  areas  where  the  average  annual  service  level  is  less 
than  two  trips  per  capita  or  less  than  25  yearly  trips  per  earless 
household.  This  is  one-twenty-fifth  and  one-thirty-ninth  of  the  serv- 
ice available  in  urban  areas  respectively. 

ISTEA  represented  a  significant  move  toward  greater  equity  and 
balance  in  Federal  transit  assistance  for  rural  areas;  however,  even 
if  the  Section  18  program  was  funded  next  year  at  its  fully  author- 
ized $154  million,  rural  areas  would  receive  the  equivEilent  of  less 
than  $2  of  formula  assistance  per  capita  compared  with  more  than 
$9  in  small  urbanized  areas  and  nearly  $18  per  capita  in  the  larg- 
est cities. 

We  at  CTAA  hope  the  committee  will  acknowledge  the  impor- 
tance of  these  rural  transit  services,  particularly  with  regard  to 
their  important  role  in  providing  people  access  to  jobs  and  health 
care.  At  the  same  time,  we  want  you  to  be  aware  of  fact  a  large 
portion  of  our  rural  population  remains  isolated,  and  here  I  would 
also  comment  that  isolation  is  a  serious  problem  in  this  country, 
as  is  congestion. 

There  may  be  congestion  in  an  urbanized  area  but  that  usually 
means  plenty  of  services,  also.  We  ask  therefore  that  the  Commit- 
tee maintain  formula  funding  at  the  level  requested  by  the  Presi- 
dent. All  transit  systems  are  struggling  to  comply  with  ADA,  clean 
air  and  drug  and  alcohol  testing.  It  really  is  no  time  to  cut  operat- 
ing assistance. 
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However,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  strongly  opposed  to  the  resolu- 
tion of  this  problem  which  jeopardizes  formula  funds.  For  example, 
the  House  Budget  Committee  proposal  would  result  in  a  $22  mil- 
lion decrease  in  Section  18  in  attempting  to  restore  formula  cap- 
ital— or  excuse  me,  formula  operating  by  taking  formula  capital 
funds.  This  would  be  harmful  to  us  rural  properties,  as  it  would  ac- 
tually reduce  our  funds  by  approximately  $22  million. 

We  are  also  in  favor  of  allowing  smaller  urban  transit  systems 
greater  flexibility.  The  Federal  Transit  Act  currently  places  a  cap 
on  the  amount  of  Section  9  formula  funds  used  for  operating.  Sec- 
tion 18,  however,  can  be  used  flexibly,  meaning  capital  and  operat- 
ing needs,  and  we  would  encourage  that  same  sort  of  approach. 

The  cap  has  an  unfair  impact  on  smaller  urban  systems  in  that 
it  fails  to  recognize  the  relative  dependence  of  different  size  transit 
agencies  on  assistance.  You  recently  held  forth  on  that,  so  I  will  not 
continue  to  pursue  that  point.  But  because  the  small  urban  sys- 
tems are  so  heavily  dependent  on  Federal  funds  and  the  total 
amount  they  receive  is  such  a  small  part  of  the  overall  transit 
funding,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  lift  the  operating  cap  on  these 
Section  9(a)(1)  systems,  and  put  flexibility,  to  put  their  dollars  to 
the  best  possible  use  that  they  can. 

Another  program  that  we  support  vigorously  has  been  the  Rural 
Transit  Assistance  Program.  It  has  been  a  great  boon  to  rural 
States  and  operators  by  making  technical  assistance  and  training 
available  by  really  helping  these  small  systems  do  more  with  less. 
RTAP  was  added  to  the  Federal  Transit  Act  and  funded  at  $5  mil- 
lion annually. 

However,  since  the  passage  of  ISTEA,  Congress  has  not  appro- 
priated the  full  amount  authorized  for  FTA's  planning  and  research 
activities.  As  a  result,  while  Section  18  funding  has  increased  by 
60  percent  over  the  last  two  years,  and  we  are  extremely  grateful 
for  that,  the  fiscal  year  funding  for  RTAP,  the  fiscal  year  1995 
funding  for  RTAP,  will  be  down  almost  10  percent  from  pre-ISTEA 
levels.  And,  here  again,  I  would  comment  I  have  appeared  before 
you  before  speaking  on  behalf  of  research,  technical  assistance, 
technology  transfer  programs  for  rural  transit.  We  are  woefully  be- 
hind the  times  and  trying  to  do  more  with  less  through  better  data 
on  our  systems. 

So  we  ask  you  to  seriously  fund  the  program  and  uncouple  it 
from  the  main  body  of  the  FTA  research  and  planning  programs, 
and  it  is  our  recommendation  that  RTAP  be  funded  at  0.15  percent 
of  the  total  FTA  budget. 

Another  program  this  committee  funded  in  1993  was  the 
JOBLINKS  Program  of  $1.5  million  in  funding  the  Demonstration 
Employment  Program.  Six  States  were  selected  by  FTA  to  partici- 
pate in  the  two-year  national  project  and  CTAA  was  selected  to  ad- 
minister the  program. 

We  received  more  than  500  calls  for  RFPs  and  40  applications  re- 
questing more  than  $3  million  in  grants,  or,  roughly,  twice  the 
amount  available. 

The  40  applicant  agencies  pledged  an  additional  $3  million  in 
State  and  local  resources  to  match  JOBLINKS;  13  projects  in  six 
States  will  soon  be  announced.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  Michigan  is  one 
of  those  and  we  will  have  a  couple  of  those  projects  also. 
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The  Nation  is  about  to  embark  on  two  major  domestic  initiatives 
for  reform:  Health  care  and  welfare.  Transportation  is  an  essential 
element  to  both.  We  are  confident  that  JOBLINKS  provides  a 
model  for  making  sure  transportation  is  available  for  access  to  jobs, 
health  care  and  other  initiatives  which  constitutes  much  of  the  ad- 
ministration's domestic  agenda. 

We  urge  therefore  the  committee  to  continue  to  fund  and  expand 
beyond  JOBLINKS  with  funds  appropriated  through  the  FTA's  Sec- 
tion 26  Research  and  Development  Program. 

In  short,  full  funding  for  ISTEA  would  still  not  meet  all  the  im- 
mediate needs  of  smaller  transit  providers  or  extend  service  to 
areas  in  which  it  does  not  exist.  We  ask  the  Committee,  however, 
to  follow  the  President's  proposal  for  formula  funding  and  to  allow 
small  urban  transit  providers  the  flexibility  to  use  their  dollars  as 
local  needs  dictate. 

In  addition,  we  ask  that  you  provide  adequate  funding  for  the 
Rural  Transit  Assistance  Program,  and  finally  we  urge  you  to  con- 
tinue to  fund  and  expand  upon  the  JOBLINKS  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram so  critical  to  our  Nation's  health  and  welfare  reform  efforts. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  and 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mike. 

Mr.  MOBEY  [continuing].  And  I  would  be  glad  to  respond  to  any 
questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mike  Mobey  follows:] 
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statement  of  Mike  Mobey 
Isabella  County  Transportation,  Mt.  Pleasant  Michigan 

On  behalf  of  the 
COMMUNITY  TRANSPORTATION  ASSOCIATION  OF  AMERICA 

Before  the 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

April  26,  1994 


Mr.  ChairTnan,  Members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Mike  Mobey. 
I  have  been  the  General  Manager  of  Isabella  County  Transportation 
since  1983.  Our  transit  system  serves  600  square  miles  of  Isabella 
County  and  immediate  area.  We  operate  a  fleet  of  30  vehicles, 
employ  50  persons  and  serve  an  area  with  a  population  of 
approximately  60,000  people.  Like  other  small  urban  and  rural 
operators,  our  ridership  is  largely  women,  senior  citizens,  people 
with  disabilities,  and  those  with  low  incomes.  Most  of  our  riders 
rely  totally  on  our  bus  service  since  they  do  not  own  or  cannot 
drive  cars. 

I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  Community  Transportation 
Association  of  America  (CTAA) ,  a  national  organization  of  rural, 
small  urban  and  specialized  transportation  providers.  I  currently 
serve  on  the  Board  of  Directors  for  CTAA,  an  organization  committed 
to  alleviating  isolation  and  providing  mobility  for  transit 
dependent  people.  We  advocate  on  behalf  of  the  smaller  transit 
agencies  and  more  than  75  million  transit  dependent  Americans. 
These  people  depend  almost  entirely  on  public  transit  to  get  to 
jobs,  training,  medical  facilities  and  other  basic  life  needs. 

The  President's  Budget 

This  year,  for  the  first  time,  the  President's  budget 
reflected  full  funding  under  ISTEA  for  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration's  formula  assistance  program,  including  the  Section 
18  rural  program.  We  were  delighted  to  see  this  kind  of  response 
to  a  very  pressing  rural  problem  and  hope  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  would  support  this  request. 

We  are  also  delighted  to  have  this  opportunity  to  share  with 
members  of  the  Committee  the  results  of  our  just-completed  survey 
of  rural  public  transit  systems  that  CTAA  has  undertaken  for  the 
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Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA) .  Appended  to  my  statement  is 
a  special  summary  of  the  major  findings  of  this  survey  of  FTA's 
recipients  of  Section  18  funding  that  we  prepared  for  the 
Committee.  I  hope  that  this  brief  report  can  be  included  in  the 
record  of  these  hearings. 

The  Section  18  Program 

The  Wetworlc.  In  our  survey,  we  found  that  the  rural  transit 
network  has  grown  significantly  since  the  Section  18  program  was 
established  in  1978.  There  are  approximately  1,400  rural  transit 
agencies  operating  under  FTA's  Section  18  program,  including  1,200 
direct  recipients  of  federal  funds  and  200  subcontractors. 

These  critical  rural  operations  reflect  a  large  number  of 
small  providers,  doing  more  with  less,  and  operating  on  shoe-string 
budgets.  The  average  rural  transit  budget,  for  example,  is  only 
slightly  more  than  $150,000. 

The  Rural  Fleet.  Collectively,  these  rural  systems  operate  a 
fleet  of  12,450  smaller  buses,  vans  and  other  transit  vehicles, 
providing  more  than  100  million  trips  per  year.  The  number  of 
vehicles  in  rural  service  today  is  roughly  25  percent  greater  than 
in  1989.  The  fleet,  which  is  nearly  50  percent  accessible,  is 
today  25  percent  larger  than  it  was  in  1989.  Thirty  percent  of  the 
vehicles  in  the  national  fleet  are  over  six  years  old.  Of  the  vans 
in  service — which  represent  over  half  the  fleet — more  than  40 
percent  are  beyond  their  four-year,  100,000-mile  service  life. 
Over  half  of  all  the  vehicles  in  rural  service  today  are  beyond 
their  expected  vehicle  life. 

Levels  of  Service.  Over  34  million  rural  residents  now  have 
access  to  some  public  transit  service.  Public  transportation  is 
available,  at  least  to  a  limited  extent,  in  more  than  1,700  non- 
metropolitan  counties.  That  coverage  represents  a  remarkable 
expansion  of  service  in  the  15  years  since  the  Section  18  program 
was  established.  It  is  particularly  significant  in  view  of  the 
limited  funding  resources  that  rural  operators  have  had  to  work 
with  and  the  numerous  obstacles  they  have  had  to  overcome. 

On  the  other  hand,  more  than  a  third  of  our  nation's  rural 
communities  see  no  benefits  whatsoever  from  the  Section  18  program. 
Today,  over  875  rural  counties — an  area  that  includes  nearly  27 
million  people,  or  roughly  one-third  of  the  nation's  rural 
population — remain  completely  unserved  by  public  transit.  Another 
30  percent  live  in  areas  where. the  average  annual  service  level  is 
less  than  two  trips  per  capita,  or  less  than  25  yearly  trips  per 
earless  household.  By  comparison,  the  equivalent  transit  service 
in  urbanized  areas  is  equal  to  50  trips  per  resident  (25  times  the 
rural  average) ,  or  980  trips  per  earless  household  (39  times  the 
rural  average) . 


1052 

-  4  - 

flection  18  Funding.  The  enactment  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  in  1991  represented  a 
significant  move  toward  greater  equity  and  balance  in  federal 
transit  assistance  through  an  increased  percentage  allocation  to 
rural  areas.  However,  even  if  the  Section  18  program  was  funded 
next  year  at  its  fully  authorized  level  of  $154  million  for  FY '95, 
as  proposed  by  the  President,  rural  areas  would  receive  the 
equivalent  of  less  than  $2  of  formula  assistance  per  capita, 
compared  with  more  then  $9  in  our  small  urbanized  areas,  and  nearly 
$18  per  capita  in  the  largest  cities. 

We  at  CTAA  hope  that  the  Committee  will  acknowledge  the 
importance  of  these  rural  transit  services,  particularly  with 
regard  to  their  important  role  in  providing  people  access  to  jobs 
and  to  health  care  services.  At  the  same  time,  we  want  you  to  be 
aware  of  the  fact  that  a  large  portion  of  our  rural  population 
remains  isolated  and  out  of  the  economic  and  social  mainstream.  We 
ask,  therefore,  that  the  Committee  maintain  formula  funding  at  the 
level  requested  by  the  President. 

Federal  Operating  Assistance 

Transit  systems  everywhere  are  really  struggling  these  days  to 
comply  with  the  costly  requirements  of  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  Drug  and  Alcohol  Testing. 
It  really  is  no  time  to  cut  operating  assistance.  However,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  strongly  opposed  to  a  resolution  of  this  problem 
that  jeopardizes  formula  funds  as  proposed  by  the  President.  For 
example,  the  House  Budget  Committee's  proposal  to  restore  $200 
million  in  operating  assistance  by  cutting  $400  million  from 
formula  capital  funds  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  $22  million  in 
Section  18  funding.  This  would  be  extremely  unfair  since  Section 
18  operators  are  not  affected  by  the  operating  cap. 

We  are  also  in  favor  of  allowing  smaller  urban  transit  systems 
greater  flexibility  in  the  use  of  their  formula  funds.  The  Federal 
Transit  Act  currently  places  a  "cap"  on  the  amount  of  Section  9 
formula  funds  that  can  be  used  for  operating  assistance  purposes. 
By  comparison.  Section  18  formula  assistance  in  rural  areas  can  be 
used  flexibly  in  meeting  actual  capital  and  operating  needs. 

The  current  cap  on  operating  assistance  has  an  unfair  impact 
on  public  transit  systems  in  urbanized  areas  with  less  than  200,000 
population  because  it  fails  to  recognize  the  relative  dependence  of 
different  sized  transit  agencies  on  federal  assistance.  For 
example,  FTA's  own  published  figures  show  that  for  the  largest 
transit  systems,  those  serving  metropolitan  areas  of  1  million  or 
more,  federal  operating  assistance  accounts  for  less  than  5  percent 
of  their  total  operating  budgets.  By  comparison,  smaller  urban 
transit  systems  are  five  times  more  dependent  and  rural  systems  are 
more  than  seven  times  more  dependent. 
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Because  the  small  urban  systems  are  so  heavily  dependent  on 
federal  funds  and  because  the  total  amount  they  receive  is  such  a 
small  part  of  the  overall  transit  funding,  we  urge  the  committee  to 
lift  the  operating  cap  on  these  Section  9(a)(1)  systems,  allowing 
them  the  flexibility  to  put  their  dollars  to  the  best  possible  use 
locally. 

With  regard  to  federal  outlays,  this  proposal  to  lift  the 
current  cap  on  smaller  urbanized  areas  would  have  a  minimal  effect. 
For  example,  only  17.5  percent  of  current  federal  operating  funds 
are  allocated  to  smaller  urbanized  areas  nationwide. 

Rural  Transit  Assistance  Program  (RTAP) 

As  you  know,  the  RTAP  program  has  been  one  of  FTA's  success 
stories.  It's  been  a  great  boon  to  rural  states  and  operators  by 
making  technical  assistance  and  training  available,  and  by  really 
helping  the  small  systems  to  "do  more  with  less."  RTAP  was  added 
to  the  Federal  Transit  Act  in  1987  and  funded  at  an  annual  level  of 
$5  million. 

Under  ISTEA,  Congress'  intent  was  to  assure  that  funding  for 
RTAP  would  rise  in  proportion  to  the  growth  of  the  Section  18 
program.  To  achieve  this,  ISTEA  authorized  that  three  percent  of 
the  total  FTA  budget  be  earmarked  for  planning  and  research,  and 
that  five  percent  of  those  funds  be  set  aside  for  the  RTAP  Program 
[Section  18(h)].  In  effect.  Congress  intended  that  funding  for 
RTAP  would  be  equivalent  to  0.15  percent  of  all  FTA  funds. 
However,  since  the  passage  of  ISTEA,  Congress  has  not  appropriated 
the  full  amount  authorized  for  FTA's  planning  and  research 
activities. 

As  a  result,  while  Section  18  funding  has  increased  by  60 
percent  over  the  last  two  years,  RTAP  funds  have  actually 
declined.  For  example,  based  on  the  President's  proposed  budget  for 
fiscal  1995,  RTAP  funding  would  be  at  $7.69  million  next  year  if  it 
were  fully  funded  at  the  authorized  level.  However,  proposed  FY 
'95  funding  for  RTAP  is  only  at  $4.6  million,  down  almost  10 
percent  from  its  pre-ISTEA  level. 

We  urge  this  Committee  to  take  a  serious  look  at  this  small 
but  highly  successful  program  that  contributes  so  greatly  to  the 
efficiency  of  the  rural  transit  systems.  In  our  judgment,  RTAP 
should  be  "uncoupled"  from  the  main  body  of  FTA  research  and 
planning  programs  and,  beginning  in  FY  '95,  provided  with  its  own 
funding  level  that  is  consistent  with  the  original  intent  of  ISTEA. 
Specifically,  it  is  CTAA's  recommendation  that  RTAP  be  funded  in 
the  future  at  0.15  percent  of  FTA's  total  budget. 
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J0BLINK3  Program 

In  FY  1993,  this  Committee  approved  $1.5  million  in  funding 
for  FTA's  JOBLINKS  Employment  Transportation  Demonstration  program. 
The  purpose  of  the  initiative  is  to  demonstrate  innovative 
techniques  for  improving  access  to  jobs  and  employment  training  in 
both  rural  and  urban  areas.  Six  states  were  selected  by  FTA  to 
participate  in  this  two-year  national  demonstration  project,  and 
CTAA  was  selected  by  the  agency  to  administer  the  program. 

CTAA  received  more  than  500  calls  for  Requests  for  Proposals 
from  agencies  interested  in  the  demonstration.  We  received  4  0 
applications  requesting  more  than  $3  million  in  grants,  or  roughly 
three  times  the  amount  of  FTA  funds  available.  In  addition,  the  40 
applicant  agencies  pledged  an  additional  $3  million  in  state  and 
local  resources  to  match  the  JOBLINKS  demonstration  funds. 
Thirteen  projects  in  the  six  states  will  soon  be  announced. 

At  the  same  time,  the  nation  is  about  to  embark  on  two  major 
domestic  initiatives  aimed  at  reforming  our  health  care  and  welfare 
systems.  Transportation  is  an  essential  element  to  both 
initiatives,  particularly  for  lower  income  and  rural  residents.  We 
are  confident  that  the  JOBLINKS  initiative  provides  a  model  for 
making  sure  that  the  vital  link  of  transportation  is  available  to 
facilitate  access  to  jobs,  health  care  and  other  initiatives  which 
make  up  such  a  major  part  of  the  Administration's  domestic  agenda. 

We,  therefore,  urge  the  committee  to  continue  and  expand  the 
JOBLINKS  Demonstration  in  FY  '95,  with  funds  that  are  appropriated 
for  FTA's  Section  26  Research  and  Demonstration  Program. 

Conclusion 

In  short,  even  full  funding  of  the  ISTEA-authorized  levels  for 
transit  programs  would  not  meet  all  of  the  immediate  needs  of 
smaller  transit  providers,  much  less  extend  service  to  areas  in 
which  it  does  not  yet  exist.  We  ask  this  Committee  to  follow  the 
President's  proposal  for  formula  funding  and  to  allow  small  urban 
transit  providers  the  flexibility  to  use  their  dollars  as  local 
needs  dictate.  In  addition,  we  ask  that  you  provide  adequate 
funding  for  the  Rural  Transit  Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  which  is  a 
tremendous  boon  to  rural  transit  agencies  and  rural  areas.  And 
finally,  we  urge  you  to  continue  to  fund  and  expand  the  JOBLINKS 
demonstration  program  that  is  so  critical  to  our  nation's  health 
and  welfare  reform  efforts.  Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to 
appear  before  the  Committee,  and  I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any 
questions  you  may  have. 
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BACKGROUND 

In  July  1993,  CTAA  undertook  a  nationwide  survey  of  rural  transit  services  funded  under 
Section  18  of  the  Federal  Transit  Act.  The  two  principal  purposes  of  the  project,  which  is  being 
funded  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  under  the  Rural  Transit  Assistance  Program 
(RTAP),  are  1)  to  identify  the  number  and  type  of  local  transit  agencies  providing  transportation 
services  in  rural  areas,  and  2)  to  assess  the  relative  levels  of  transit  services  available  to 
residents  of  small  towns  and  rural  communities.  This  project  builds  on  two  previous  research 
projects  conducted  by  CTAA — a  directory  of  FTA-funded  rural  and  specialized  transit  systems 
published  in  1989,  and  a  profile  of  FTA's  Section  18  rural  transportation  program  published  in 
1991. 

The  following  is  a  analysis  of  the  preliminary  survey  data  that  has  been  prepared  by  Dr. 
George  Rucker,  CTAA's  Director  of  Research  and  Policy.  The  final  report  on  the  status  of 
public  transportation  in  rural  America  will  be  completed  by  June  1,  1994. 


Section  18  Network 


As  of  April  1,  1994,  CTAA  has  identified  1,180  Section  18  grant  recipients,  and  has 
obtained  operational  data  from  more  than  80  percent  of  them.  Public  bodies  make  up  58  percent 
of  the  network,  private  nonprofit  organizations  account  for  another  39  percent,  2  percent  are  for- 
profit  entities  and  the  final  1  percent  are  Native  American  agencies.  (Government  agencies 
make  up  70  percent  of  the  Section  18  network  in  the  Northeast  but  only  51  percent  in  the  South. 
For-profit  firms  make  up  6  percent  in  the  Northeast,  nearly  3  percent  in  the  Midwest,  and  less 
than  1  percent  in  the  West  and  South.) 

Just  over  one-fifth  of  the  recipients  report  that  they  contract  with  others  for  all  (9  percent) 
or  part  (13  percent)  of  the  service.  This  suggests  that  the  total  number  of  agencies  involved  is 
at  least  1,400. 
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In  terms  of  service  area,  53  percent  of  the  providers  say  that  they  operate  county-wide 
(or,  in  a  few  cases,  at  least  a  substantial  portion  of  the  county).  The  aggregate  service  areas  of 
this  group  has  a  population  of  25.3  million.  One-fourth  of  the  providers  limit  their  operations 
basically  to  a  single  town  or  city  (in  a  few  cases  a  pair).  With  a  total  population  of  4.4  million, 
these  places  have  an  average  density  of  nearly  1,300  persons  per  square  mile.  Average  density 
for  the  county-wide  operators  is  less  than  80  persons  per  square  mile  and  the  multi-county 
service  areas  reported  an  average  density  of  less  than  50  persons  per  square  mile.  The  average 
number  of  counties  served  by  this  group  of  providers  is  3  in  the  Northeast  and  West,  5  in  the 
South  and  6  in  the  Midwest.   The  aggregate  population  represented  is  29  million. 

In  short,  an  estimated  36  percent  of  all  rural  residents  live  outside  the  service  area  of  any 
Section  18  operator.  Nearly  37  percent  of  this  unserved  population  lives  in  areas  close  enough 
to  an  urban  center  to  be  part  of  a  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA).  It  is  likely  that  some 
of  them  are  served  by  an  urban  system.  But  it  remains  true  that  38  percent  of  the  nation's 
nonmetropolitan  population  appears  to  live  in  areas  completely  unserved  by  public  transit. 

Among  service  modes,  demand  response  is  most  often  reported  (by  almost  90  percent  of 
the  agencies)  but  accounts  for  only  31  percent  of  all  trips  (44  percent  if  pre-arranged 
subscription  service  is  also  included).  Fixed  route  service  is  reported  by  only  43  percent  of  the 
agencies  but  is  said  to  make  up  54  percent  of  all  trips.  About  one-third  of  the  agencies  report 
subscription  service  and  it  accounts  for  13  percent  of  all  trips. 


Section  18  Fleet 


The  latest  projection  of  total  vehicles  utilized  in  Section  18  service  comes  to  12,450,  a 
23  percent  increase  compared  with  the  1989  profile.  Of  these,  53  percent  are  vans  (8-to-15 
seats)  and  23  percent  are  small  buses  (16-to-24  seats).  The  average  vehicle  is  a  1988  model  and 
30  percent  are  over  six  years  old  (a  1986  or  prior  model).  More  than  36  percent  of  the  vans 
are  beyond  their  5-year  expected  life. 

Data  on  whether  or  not  vehicles  are  lift-  or  ramp-equipped  show  that  45  percent  of  all 
vehicles  other  than  sedans  or  station  wagons  are  wheelchair-accessible.  This  is  true  of  66 
percent  of  the  small  buses,  43  percent  of  the  medium  buses,  40  percent  of  the  vans  and  21 
percent  of  the  large  buses.   These  all  represent  increases  over  the  1989  data. 

Annual  vehicle  miles  reported  by  the  network  project  to  a  total  of  252.8  million,  or  about 
2.5  niiles  vehicle  miles  per  trip.  Regionally,  the  range  is  from  an  average  of  1.6  vehicle  miles 
per  trip  in  the  West  to  3.0  in  the  South.  These  averages  obscure  the  substantial  difference  in 
miles-per-trip  associated  with  different  service  modes,  of  course. 
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For  providers  reporting  only  fixed  route  service,  the  average  is  only  1.1  vehicle  miles 
per  trip,  while  for  those  reporting  only  demand-response  and/or  subscription  service,  the  average 
is  4  vehicle  miles  per  trip.  Similarly,  providers  serving  only  a  city  or  town  average  1  mile  per 
trip,  while  those  with  county-wide  or  larger  service  areas,  report  an  average  of  3.4  vehicle  miles 
per  trip. 


Service  Levels 


Trips  reported  by  the  Section  18  network  project  to  a  total  of  100.7  million  a  year.  This 
is  the  equivalent  of  1.1  trips  per  capita  if  one  looks  at  the  total  non-urbanized  population,  but 
about  1.7  trips  per  capita  if  one  looks  only  at  the  population  in  the  current  service  area  of  the 
network.  Looked  at  relative  to  the  number  of  households  without  any  access  to  a  car  or  light 
truck,  the  projected  service  level  is  the  equivalent  of  about  40  trips  per  earless  household  in  non- 
urbanized  areas.  For  comparison  purposes.  Section  IS  trip  data  reflect  the  equivalent  in 
urbanized  areas  of  SO  trips  per  capita  or  984  trips  per  earless  household.  Looking  only  at  smaU 
urbanized  areas  (under  200,000  population),  Section  9  service  is  equivalent  to  8  trips  per  capita 
or  223  trips  per  earless  household. 

As  noted  earlier,  36  percent  of  the  nation's  non-urbanized  population  is  in  areas  totally 
unserved  by  Section  18.  Another  29  percent  live  in  areas  in  which  the  average  service  is  less 
than  25  yearly  trips  per  earless  household.  Fourteen  percent  live  in  areas  in  which  the  Section 
18  service  is  equivalent  to  2S-to-S0  trips  per  earless  household  and  the  remaining  21  percent  live 
in  areas  for  which  relative  service  levels  are  above  SO  trips  per  earless  household.  Within  the 
areas  served,  the  average  service  level  is  equivalent  to  61  trips  per  earless  household,  but  the 
median  level  is  only  34  trips  per  earless  household.  (This  means  that  half  of  the  non-urbanized 
counties  and  towns  report  a  service  level  of  no  more  than  29  trips  per  earless  household.) 

It  is  clear  that  the  core  ridership  of  the  Section  18  network  is  predominantly  the  transit 
dejjendent.  Sixty-two  percent  of  all  riders  are  said  to  be  female.  Thirty-six  percent  are  elderiy 
and  nearly  one-fourth  are  said  to  have  a  disability  (almost  half  of  the  disabled  ridership  is  also 
elderly).  In  short,  only  51  percent  of  ridership  is  neither  elderiy  nor  disabled.  Similarly,  trip 
purposes  indicate  the  essential  role  of  the  service  in  providing  access  to  jobs  and  other  social 
services.  One-fifth  of  all  trips  are  reportedly  for  employment  or  job  training,  14  percent  for 
health  care  and  17  percent  in  connection  with  other  socisil  service  program  activities. 
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Extending  Service  to  All 


In  an  effort  to  estimate  the  increase  in  Section  18  service  that  would  be  required  to  at 
least  bring  all  rural  residents  up  to  a  level  of  service  equivalent  to  2S-to-S0  trips  per  earless 
household,  the  following  methodology  has  been  used.  Average  per  capita  trip  levels  were 
computed  for  service  in  areas  meeting  that  standard  (1.07  trips  per  capita)  and  for  areas  with 
some  service  but  less  than  that  level  (0.32  trips  per  capita).  The  difference  between  these  two 
rates  was  multiplied  by  the  estimated  population  in  the  "low"  service  areas  (26.3  million),  giving 
a  "need"  figure  of  19.7  million  more  trips.  For  the  areas  completely  unserved,  it  was 

assumed  that  half  of  those  in  metropolitan  areas  receive  adequate  service  from  an  urban 
provider  (a  generous  assumption).  This  still  leaves  an  estimated  26.5  million  residents  of 
unserved  areas.  Multiplying  that  figure  by  the  1.07  per  capita  trip  level  calculated  for  the 
"average"  service  areas  gives  a  total  "need"  of  28.4  million  trips  per  year.  That  total  shortfall 
of  48  million  trips  represents  48  percent  of  current  service. 

Note  that  even  that  increase  in  Section  18  service  would  leave  the  relative  level  in  non- 
urbanized  areas  less  than  half  that  in  small  urbanized  areas. 


Section  18  Funding 


Operating  budgets  reported  by  Section  18  agencies  aggregate  a  projected  $350.9  million, 
or  $303,800  per  grantee.  (This  compares  with  a  1989  average  of  $231,300.)  Section  18  funds 
are  said  to  account  for  24  percent  of  this  (as  compared  with  29  percent  in  the  1989  data),  state 
and  local  government  funding  for  40  percent  (up  from  34  percent  in  the  earlier  data),  and  fares 
for  15  percent  (compared  with  16  percent  earlier). 

Regionally,  Section  18  funds  are  most  important  in  the  South  (where  they  account  for 
more  than  one-third  of  the  average  budget)  and  least  important  in  the  West  (where  they  only 
make  up  13  percent  of  funding).  Conversely,  state  and  local  government  funding  are  most 
important  in  the  West  (making  up  58  percent  of  revenues)  and  least  available  in  the  South  (where 
they  provide  only  23  percent  of  funding). 

Median  budget  size  is  only  half  the  arithmetic  average,  reflecting  the  very  large  number 
of  small  agencies  (especially  in  the  West  and  Midwest).  Forty-six  percent  of  the  network 
operate  a  fleet  of  no  more  than  5  vehicles.  The  average  budget  reported  for  these  agencies  is 
less  than  $90,000  a  year  and  the  median  abouC  two-thirds  of  that  mean  figure. 
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Section  18  Facilities 


Thirty  percent  of  the  Section  18  agencies  report  owning  a  maintenance  facility  and 
another  9-plus  percent  indicate  that  they  rent  or  lease  a  maintenance  facility.  The  remaining  60 
percent  report  that  they  send  their  vehicles  elsewhere  for  maintenance.  Ownership  or  rent  of 
a  maintenance  facility  is  related  to  fleet  size,  but  less  than  might  be  expected.  Only  28  percent 
of  those  with  a  fleet  of  5  or  less  report  having  a  facility,  while  the  figure  is  53  percent  for  those 
with  more  than  10  vehicles.  It  should  be  noted  that  a  substantial  number  of  smaller  providers 
are  local  government  agencies  and  have  access  to  facilities  which  are  not  limited  to  servicing 
transit  vehicles.  As  to  the  adequacy  of  maintenance  facilities,  60  percent  of  those  renting 

and  74  percent  of  those  owning  indicated  that  the  facility  is  large  enough  to  meet  their  needs. 
(The  average  size  reported  was  a  surprising  7,632  square  feet.)  In  addition,  60  percent  of  those 
renting  and  68  percent  of  those  owning  indicated  that  the  facility  is  adequately  equipped  for  their 
needs.  Asked  to  rate  the  facility  on  a  scale  of  four  (from  Excellent  to  Very  Poor),  68  percent 
of  the  renters  and  88  percent  of  the  owners  rated  their  facility  Good  or  Excellent.  The  over-all 
ratings  were:  29  percent  Excellent,  53  percent  Good,  14  percent  Poor  and  4  percent  Very  Poor.) 

Asked  about  plans  to  acquire,  replace,  expand  or  renovate  maintenance  facilities,  only 
9  percent  of  those  not  currently  having  one  indicated  "definite"  plans  to  acquire  a  facility. 
Nearly  one-third  of  those  currently  renting  indicated  plans  to  acquire  or  replace  the  facility  and 
another  17  percent  said  they  planned  to  expand  or  improve  it.  Among  owners,  only  1  percent 
indicated  plans  to  replace  but  24  percent  said  they  have  plans  to  expand  or  renovate  the  facility. 

Ownership  of  their  administrative  facilities  was  reported  by  55  percent  of  the  providers 
(again,  a  substantial  number  of  these  are  local  government  agencies  housed  in  local  government 
space).  Of  those  owning,  19  percent  indicated  plans  to  expand  or  renovate.  Of  those  renting 
administrative  space,  18  percent  plan  to  acquire  and  another  12  percent  plan  to  expand  or 
renovate  the  facility  they  are  in. 


p:\l8survey 
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Mr.  Carr.  I  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Just  for  my  own  information,  what  percent  of  the  operating  sub- 
sidy does  Isabella  County  Transportation  receive? 

Mr.  MOBEY.  About  12.5  percent  is  what  you  want,  of  the  operat- 
ing budget.  And  the  capital  is  provided 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  in  small  rural  systems,  is  that  about  an  aver- 
age? 

Mr.  MoBEY.  No,  actually.  Because  of  the  large  State  program 
that  Michigan  has,  it  is  really  smaller.  On  a  national  basis,  about 
35  percent,  sometimes  40  percent  of  rural  operations  will  be  funded 
by  the  FTA. 

In  Michigan,  as  you  know,  we  have  a  local  millage  also  and  we 
have  a  State  formula  so  that  we  are  getting  money  into  Michigan 
on  the  population  density  formula,  but  once  it  merges  with  the  rest 
of  the  money  that  is  available  to  us,  it  does  shrink  down  into  10 
to  15  percent  range.  But  in  many  other  States,  if  used  as  operating, 
it  can  be  35  percent.  And  it  is  the  main  or  only  source  sometimes 
of  capital  in  rural  States,  also;  States  that  do  not  have  the  type  of 
program  that  we  have  in  Michigan. 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  there  any  rural  area  that  is  so  small  we  should  not 
even  think  about  transit? 

Mr.  MoBEY,  Is  there  any  rural  area  that  is — in  terms  of  popu- 
lation density,  I  am  sure  that  it  becomes  a  real  difficult  question 
to  put  anything  together  without  the  western  States  where  the  peo- 
ple are  few  and  far  between.  But,  again,  how  do  you  balance  that? 
Because,  again,  a  third  of  the  counties  in  the  country  do  not  have 
anything  now  to  even  springboard  on  or  to  work  with. 

I  think  for  the  savings  of  getting  someone  to  a  doctor  once  a 
week  or  once  a  month  as  opposed  to  waiting  until  their  health  dete- 
riorates, until  they  have  to  go  in  for  emergency  care,  I  think  for 
the  total  country,  it  is  a  much  wiser  investment  to  be  able  to  get 
them,  to  keep  them  in  their  homes  as  long  as  possible  with  a  good 
transportation  program,  and  that  should  be  available  everywhere. 

I  know  we  are  working  with  FTA  to  come  up  with  some  goals 
and  policy  statements  that  says  everybody  in  the  country,  irrespec- 
tive of  where  they  live,  ought  to  be  able  to  get  a  round  trip  once 
a  week,  once  a  day.  Those  things  are  still  all  being  formulated.  But 
I  think  that  is  true,  that  you,  by  investing  in  a  transportation  pro- 
gram, you  can  avoid  costs  in  other  areas,  health  care  and  perhaps 
housing  is  and  other  things  of  that  nature. 

Florida  is  doing  some  work  on  that  and  trying  to  pin  that  num- 
ber down. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  the  testimony  is  always 
very  thoughtful  and  you  have  been  a  great  help  to  me  personally 
about  rural  transportation  matters  and  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  MOBEY.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you. 

Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  COUNTIES 

WITNESS 

ANDREW  WARREN,  CHAIRMAN,  BUCKS  COUNTRY  BOARD  OF  COMMIS- 
SIONERS, AND  CHAIR,  TRANSPORTATION  STEERING  COMMITTEE 
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Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  from  the  National  Association  of 
Counties,  Commissioner  Andrew  Warren,  who  is  the  Chairman  of 
the  Bucks  County  Board  of  Commissioners  and  Chair  of  the  Trans- 
portation Steering  Committee  of  NACo;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Nice  to  have  you  here.  It  is  Bucks  County. 

Mr.  Warren.  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  know  it  well. 

Mr.  Warren.  Nittany  Lions. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  know  it  well.  My  in-laws  live  in  Hallam. 

Mr.  Warren.  Well,  that  is  Bucks  County. 

Mr.  Carr.  My  wife  was  bom  and  raised  and  lived  most  of  her 
life  in  either  Philadelphia  or  Bucks  County,  so  I  know  it  well.  It 
is  pretty  county  you  have  there. 

Mr.  Warren.  Next  time  you  are  in  the  neighborhood,  stop  in  and 
we  will  be  delighted.  The  coffee  pot  will  be  on  and  you  are  most 
welcome. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  We  will  put  your  testi- 
mony in  the  record  and  ask  that  in  the  interest  of  time,  you  sum- 
marize the  high  points. 

Mr.  Warren.  Having  been  in  the  seat  where  you  are  as  the  only 
Member  of  a  committee  remaining  seated,  it  always  is  the  chair- 
person who  is  the  one  who  remains,  I  will  attempt — not  attempt, 
I  will  be  mercifully  brief.  I  know  you  have  the  testimony,  I  know 
you  can  read  it  or  have  read  it.  I  will  just  attempt  to  summarize 
it  and  speak  to  a  few  highlights. 

NACo  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  be  here.  We  appreciate  the 
fact  that  you  spoke  to  our  legislative  conference  last  year  and  we 
do  have  an  agenda.  We  meet  each  year  and  create  our  agenda.  This 
year,  there  are  seven  parts. 

One  of  the  major  tenets  of  the  NACo  agenda  is  funding  of  trans- 
portation infrastructure.  We  believe  very  strongly  that  this  coun- 
try, as  of  the  discussion  indicated  earlier,  runs,  operates,  is  fed  or 
milked  on  the  transportation  industry.  We  come  to  you  represent- 
ing the  3,000  counties  in  the  United  States  as  operators  and/or 
owners  of  1.7  million  miles  of  highways,  operators  or  owners  of 
over  225,000  bridges,  and  operators  and  owners  of  major  airports, 
some  30,  40  percent  of  the  airports  in  the  United  States,  none  the 
least  of  which  are  Detroit,  Milwaukee,  Las  Vegas,  Pittsburgh, 
Miami,  and  Cincinnati. 

And  just  moving  quickly  to  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Counties  believes  that  President  Clinton's 
budget  proposal  for  transportation  is  quite  good  and,  while  there 
are  few  programs  that  we  would  point  out,  all  in  all,  we  appreciate 
the  effort  of  both  the  Congress  and  the  administration. 

We  obviously,  as  other  testifiers  today,  support  the  full  funding 
of  ISTEA,  $18.3  billion  level  for  the  highway  program  is  quite  good 
and  that  will  be  used  very  directly  by  counties.  We  believe  that  any 
funds  that  the  Federal  Government  can  bring  to  counties  will  be 
immediately  reinvested  into  the  economy  by  putting  men  and 
women  to  work  rebuilding  the  infrastructure. 

We  also  will  be  meeting  the  demands  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
funding  from  ISTEA  will  be  most  helpful  for  that.  If  I  can  par- 
enthetically offer  a  personal  opinion,  I  think  the  goal  of  the  Clean 
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Air  Act  is  absolutely  necessary  and  excellent.  I  think  the  means  by 
which  it  attempts  it  is  probably  one  of  the  most  inane,  unproduc- 
tive, lunatical-tjrpe  attempts  that  have  come  in  a  long  time. 

For  the  Delaware  Valley,  it  is  not  cleaning  the  air,  it  is  abso- 
lutely negatively  impacting  businesses  and  governments.  Anything 
that  you  could  do  to  keep  the  goal  and  rethink  the  act  would  be 
most  helpful  from  our  standpoint. 

From  the  transportation  itself,  we  are  very  pleased  with  the 
funding  level  for  Section  9  capital  and  Section  18  rural  transit  pro- 
grams. We  have  had  the  discussion  on  that.  We,  too,  are  severely 
impacted  by  the  $200  million  reduction  in  the  operating  assistance 
and  we  would  really  implore  you  to  get  to  the  $802  million  level. 

I  mentioned  before  the  airports  that  are  run  by  or  operated  by 
counties.  The  $1.69  billion  request  for  airport  improvement  is  the 
same  this  year  and  is  quite  acceptable  considering  the  constraints 
under  which  you  are  operating.  But  we  would  also  ask  that  as  the 
Chairperson  of  the  subcommittee,  please  be  aware  that  airlines  are 
trying  to  limit  county  governments,  local  governments'  ability  to  set 
rates  and  fees.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  a  Supreme  Court 
case  from  Kent  County,  Michigan 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Warren  [continuing].  That  tested  this  and  we  need  your 
support  in  adhering  with  the  Supreme  Court's  decision. 

NACo  strongly  supports  the  essential  air  service  program  in  the 
rural  transit  programs,  and  we  do  believe,  even  though  the  service 
may  be  somewhat  limited,  rural  air  transportation  are  very  impor- 
tant to  our  member  counties  and  to  providing  the  economy  and  the 
services  of  many  of  the  counties  in  the  commonwealth. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  just  speak  from  just  one  other  area.  NACo 
has  the  Chair  of  the  Rebuild  America  Coalition.  I  am  sitting  in  the 
position  of  chairman  of  that.  Previous  chairs  have  been  John's 
Horsley  of  Washington  State,  Mayor  Goddard  of  Arizona,  Phoenix, 
Arizona;  most  recently  the  Mayor  of  Jackson  of  Atlanta,  Georgia, 
and  now  me. 

Rebuild  America  is  an  organization  of  contractors,  engineers, 
people  who  believe  that  this  country's  health,  economic  health  is 
equally  at  risk,  as  well  as  the  health  plan  of  the  United  States,  and 
we  must  address  the  issue  of  decaying  infrastructure,  funds  that 
have  not  been  sent  to  infrastructure,  and  would  implore  you  for 
any  assistance  you  could  give  in  that  area. 

With  that,  I  will  conclude  my  testimony,  and  as  I  say,  you  do 
have  copies  of  it  and  I  know  you  have  read  it. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much,  we  appreciate  your  coming  and 
taking  the  time  to  be  here  to  give  us  the  points  of  view  of  NACo, 
a  very  important  organization  in  our  country. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Warren.  Very  good.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Andrew  Warren  follows:] 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  I  AM 
ANDREW  WARREN,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS  IN 
BUCKS  COUNTY,  PENNSYLVANIA.  TODAY  I  AM  REPRESENTING  THE 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  COUNTIES  (NACo)'  WHERE  I  SERVE  AS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  TRANSPORTATION  STEERING  COMMITTEE.  ON  BEHALF 
OF  NACo,  I  WANT  TO  THANK  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  INVITING  ME  TO 
APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  EXPRESS  OUR  VIEWS  ON  THE  FY  1995 
TRANSPORTATION  BUDGET. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THIS  PAST  DECEMBER  THE  NACo  BOARD  OF 
DIRECTORS  MET  AND  AGREED  UPON  SEVEN  TOP  LEGISLATIVE  PRIORITIES 
FOR  NACo  FOR  1994.  INCLUDED  AMONG  THESE  PRIORITIES  IS 
INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT.  TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE  IS 
OFTEN  THE  PRIMARY,  MOST  COSTLY  AND  MOST  UTILIZED  SERVICE 
PROVIDED  TO  OUR  CITIZENS  BY  OVER  3000  COUNTY  GOVERNMENTS  I N 
THE  UNITED  STATES.  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PLAYS  A  SIGNIFICANT  ROLE 
IN  THE  PROVISION  OF  KEY  COUNTY  TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES. 

AS  YOU  MAY  KNOW,  COUNTIES  OWN  AND  MAINTAIN  1.7  MILLION 
MILES  OF  HIGHWAYS  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES,  43  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL 
MILEAGE.  WE  ARE  ALSO  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  219,000  BRIDGES,  45  PER  CENT 
OF  THE  TOTAL  BRIDGES.  WE  ALSO  OWN  AND  OPERATE  ONE-THIRD  OF  THE 
TRANSIT  SYSTEMS  AND  ONE-THIRD  OF  THE  AIRPORTS.  WE  ARE  NOT  JUST 
TALKING  ABOUT  RURAL  ROADS  AND  BRIDGES,  ALTHOUGH  MANY  OF  THE 


The  National  Association  of  Counties  is  die  only  national  organization  representing  county 
government  in  the  United  States.  Through  its  membership,  urban,  suburban  and  rural  counties 
join  together  to  build  effective,  responsive  county  government.  The  goals  of  the  organization  are 
to:  impivve  county  government;  act  as  a  liaison  between  the  nation's  counties  and  other  levels  of 
government;  achieve  public  understanding  of  the  role  of  counties  in  the  federal  system. 
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COUNTY  OWNED  HIGHWAYS  AND  BRIDGES  ARE  IN  RURAL  AREAS.  PLEASE 
NOTE  THAT  80  PERCENT  OF  OUR  CITIZENS  LIVE  IN  URBAN  COUNTIES. 
THESE  LARGE  COUNTIES  OWN  AND  OPERATE  TRANSIT  SYSTEMS  AS  WELL 
AS  AIRPORTS,  INCLUDING  THE  AIRPORTS  IN  DETROIT,  MILWAUKEE,  LAS 
VEGAS,  PITTSBURGH,  ML\MI,  AND  CINCINNATI.  BUCKS  COUNTY  HAS  A 
POPULATION  OF  541,000  AND  I  SIT  ON  THE  BOARDS  WHICH  RUN  THE 
SOUTHEASTERN  PENNSYLVANDV  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY  AND  THE 
PHILADELPfflA  AIRPORT. 

LET  ME  NOW  FOCUS  MY  REMARKS  ON  THE  FY95  TRANSPORTATION 
BUDGET.  CONSIDERING  THE  SPENDING  CONSTRAINTS  UNDER  WHICH 
CONGRESS  AND  THE  ADMINISTRATION  ARE  OPERATING,  WE  BELIEVE 
PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  BUDGET  PROPOSAL  FOR  TRANSPORTATION  IS 
SURPRISINGLY  GOOD  FOR  COUNTIES.  WHILE  A  FEW  PROGRAMS  ARE 
BEING  CUT  BACK,  MOST  ARE  BEING  INCREASED. 

NACo  HAS  BEEN  ON  RECORD  AS  SUPPORTING  FULL  FUNDING  OF 
THE  INTERMODAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  ( ISTEA) 
AND  HAS  CONSISTENTLY  URGED  THAT  SUCH  A  FUNDING  LEVEL  BE  A 
GOAL  THAT  CONGRESS  TRIES  TO  REACH.    WE  ARE  VERY  PLEASED  BY  THE 
$18.3  BILLION  LEVEL  PROPOSED  FOR  THE  CORE  HIGHWAY  PROGRAMS 
UNDER  ISTEA.  THIS  MEANS  THAT  THE  HIGHWAYS  AND  BRIDGES  WHICH 
COUNTIES  ARE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  WILL  HAVE  MORE  FUNDS  THAN  EVER 
AVAILABLE  THROUGH  THE  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM  AND 
THE  FEDERAL  BRIDGE  PROGRAM.    IT  ALSO  MEANS  THAT  THE 
CONGESTION  MITIGATION  AND  AIR  QUALITY  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
WOULD  BE  FULLY  FUNDED.  LET  ME  ASSURE  YOU  THAT  COMING  FROM  A 
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NON  ATTAINMENT  AREA,  WE  NEED  ALL  THE  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  WE 
CAN  GET  TO  ASSIST  US  IN  FULFILLING  THIS  FEDERAL  MANDATE. 

NACo  IS  ALSO  PLEASED  WITH  THE  FUNDING  LEVEL  FOR  THE 
SECTION  9  CAPITAL  AND  SECTION  18  RURAL  TRANSIT  PROGRAMS.  AGAIN, 
WE  FEEL  THIS  IS  PART  OF  FULFILLING  THE  PROMISE  OF  ISTEA.  THE 
TRANSIT  SECTION  9  FORMULA  PROGRAM  HAS  ALWAYS  BEEN  A  HIGH 
PRIORITY  FOR  US  AS  IT  PROVIDES  FUNDS  WHICH  GO  DIRECTLY  TO  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS.  THE  $154  MILLION  LEVEL  RECOMMENDED  FOR  THE 
RURAL  PROGRAM,  WHILE  ADMINISTERED  BY  THE  STATES,  GENERALLY 
COMES  TO  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  AND  MEANS  BETTER  SERVICE  AND 
INCREASED  MOBILITY  FOR  OUR  RURAL  CITIZENS. 

WE  DO  PART  WAYS  WITH  THE  ADMINISTRATION  ON  ITS 
RECOMMENDATION  TO  CUT  SECTION  9  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE.  THE  $200 
MILLION  CUT  IS  UNACCEPTABLE  TO  US  AS  MANY  COUNTIES  DEPEND  ON 
THIS  ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  OPERATIONS  OF  THEIR  TRANSIT  SYSTEMS.  A 
$200  MILLION  CUT  COULD  MEAN  HIGHER  FARES  AND/OR  LESS  SERVICE.  . 
WE  STRONGLY  URGE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  CONTINUE  FUNDING 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE  AT  LEAST  AT  THE  $802  MILLION  LEVEL. 

AS  I  MENTIONED  EARLIER  IN  MY  TESTIMONY,  COUNTIES  HAVE 
SUBSTANTIAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  FOR  AIRPORTS.  THE  $1.69  BILLION 
REQUEST  FOR  THE  AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  IS  THE  SAME  AS 
THE  CURRENT  YEAR,  THOUGH  DOWN  FROM  PREVIOUS  YEARS.  GIVEN  THE 
RESTRAINTS  ON  THE  BUDGET  WE  REALIZE  THAT  A  FREEZE  IN  THIS 
PROGRAM  IS  THE  BEST  WE  CAN  EXPECT  AND  URGE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 


1068 


TO  ACCEPT  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  RECOMMENDATION.  PLEASE  BE 
AWARE  THAT  THE  AIRLINES  ARE  TRYING  TO  LIMIT  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS 
ABILITY  TO  SET  RATES  AND  FEES  AT  AIRPORTS  AND  COUNTIES  WILL 
CONTINUE  TO  NEED  ACCESS  TO  THE  AVIATION  TRUST  FUND  TO  HELP  PAY 
FOR  NECESSARY  AIRPORT  CAPITAL  PROJECTS. 

NACo  ALSO  STRONGLY  SUPPORTS  THE  ESSENTL^L  AIR  SERVICE 
PROGRAM.  LIKE  SECTION  18  RURAL  TRANSIT,  THIS  PROGRAM 
RECOGNIZES  THAT  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  A  SPECIAL 
COMMITMENT  TO  RURAL  AREAS  AND  SMALLER  COMMUNITIES.    BUS  AND 
RAIL  SERVICE  ARE  NO  LONGER  CONNECTING  RURAL  AREAS  TO  THE  REST 
OF  THE  NATION  AND  FOR  A  RELATIVELY  SMALL  INVESTMENT  WE  CAN 
CONTINUE  AIR  SERVICE  TO  THOSE  COMMUNITIES  WHICH  NEED  IT.  WE 
RECOMMEND  A  LEVEL  OF  NO  LESS  THAN  THE  CURRENT  FUNDING  OF  $33 
MILLION. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  DO  WEAR  ONE  ADDITIONAL  HAT  AND  THAT  IS  AS 
CHAIR  OF  THE  REBUILD  AMERICA  COALITION.  THIS  COALITION  OF  60 
PUBLIC  AND  PRIVATE  SECTOR  ORGANIZATIONS  WAS  FOUNDED  IN  1987 
AND  HAS  HAD  AS  ITS  CHAIRS  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER  JOHN  HORSLEY  OF 
KITSAP  COUNTY,  WASHINGTON,  MAYOR  TERRY  GODDARD  OF  PHOENIX 
AND  MOST  RECENTLY  MAYOR  MAYNARD  JACKSON  OF  ATLANTA.  THE 
COALITION  IS  COMMITTED  TO  REVERSING  THE  DECLINE  IN  AMERICA'S 
INVESTMENT  IN  INFRASTRUCTURE  AND  IS  DEVOTED  TO  RAISING  PUBLIC 
AWARENESS  FOR  THE  NEED  FOR  QUALITY  REINVESTMENT.  IT  INCLUDES 
PUBLIC  OFFICL\LS,  ORGANIZED  LABOR,  ENGINEERS,  BUILDERS, 
FINANCIERS,  CONTRACTOR  AND  ARCHITECTS. 
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WE  DO  NOT  WANT  TO  LOSE  THE  MOMENTUM  GAINED  IN  THE  PAST 
PRESIDENTIAL  CAMPAIGN  FOR  GREATER  INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT. 
AND  WITH  COMPLEX  PROBLEMS  SUCH  AS  HEALTH  CARE  ON  THE 
NATIONAL  AGENDA  FOR  1994,  EVEN  GETTING  HEARD  IS  GOING  TO  BE 
DIFFICULT  THIS  YEAR.  BUT  IT  IS  IMPERATIVE  THAT  THE  SUPPORTERS  OF 
INVESTMENT  IN  INFRASTRUCTURE  BE  HEARD  BECAUSE  WITHOUT 
INCREASED  INVESTMENT  IN  OUR  NATION'S  BASIC  FOUNDATIONS 
AMERICA'  ECONOMIC  HEALTH  IS  AT  RISK. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THIS  CONCLUDES  MY  TESTIMONY.  TH.\NK  YOU 
AGAIN  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  ON  BEHALF  OF  NACo.  I  WOULD 
BE  PLEASED  TO  'ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  OR  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  MAY  HAVE. 
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Tuesday,  April  26,  1994. 

witnesses 

edward  wytkind,  executive  director,  transportation 
trades  department,  afl-cio 

andrew  t.  malleck,  national  legislative  director,  brother- 
hood of  maintenance-of-way  employees 

robert  a.  molofsky,  legislative  director,  amalgamated 
transit  union 

Mr.  Carr.  The  last  group  I  want  to  call  to  the  witness  table,  our 
good  friends  from  the  Transportation  Trades  Department  of  the 
AFL-CIO,  Amalgamated  Transit  Union,  and  the  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance-of-way  Employees. 

Mr.  Wytkind.  How  are  you  doing? 

It  has  been  a  short  day  of  hearings;  right? 

Mr.  Carr.  Yes,  and  since  you  mentioned  time. 

Mr.  Wytkind.  We  are  going  to  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  Carr.  Welcome  to  the  Committee.  Always  nice  to  have  you. 
Last  but  not  least. 

Mr.  Wytkind.  Well,  we  will  keep  our  comments  short  and  to  the 
point.  Our  organization  has  already  submitted  fairly  comprehen- 
sive statements  on  a  whole  range  of  issues  and  you  already  have 
those  in  your  possession.  I  will  just  highlight  a  couple  of  points  and 
then  ask  my  colleagues  here  to  focus  on  a  couple  of  programs  that 
they  are  concerned  about. 

First  of  all,  just  to  have  a  dialogue  with  you,  we  think,  after 
what  has  been  a  fairly  tough  decade  with  Amtrak  and  mass  transit 
and  perhaps  a  few  other  programs,  that  the  condition  of  these  in- 
dustries in  a  lot  of  pockets  throughout  the  country  have  been  well- 
documented  in  your  hearings.  I  think  Tom  Downs  has  stated  very 
clearly  the  condition  of  Amtrak. 

I  think  the  issue  of  operating  assistance  was  discussed  earlier 
and  we  would  like  to  discuss  it  more  with  you  because  we  believe 
this  is  the  wrong  time  to  embrace  a  proposal  to  reduce  operating 
assistance. 

The  President,  fortunately,  has  reversed  a  decade-long  attitude 
which  has  required  you,  at  the  subcommittee  level  and  a  large  ma- 
jority of  Congress,  to  change,  which  is  an  attitude  which  said  that 
investment  in  our  transportation  system  was  somehow  the  plague. 
That  is  the  way  we  saw  the  last  decade  unfold. 

And  fortunately.  Congress  did  not  agree  and  we  have  been  able 
to  support  a  lot  of  these  programs,  but  I  think  it  is  now  time  to 
find  the  will  to  support  these  programs  with  significant  invest- 
ments in  certain  areas  to  make  sure  that  we  protect  the  invest- 
ment, which  is  something  that  we  believe  has  been  lost  in  this  de- 
bate. 

At  Amtrak  you  have  had  more  than  20  years  of  investment  and 
there  are  those  in  the  last  few  years  who  would  have  just  loved  to 
turn  over  Amtrak  to  private  operators  and  just  destroy  a  two-dec- 
ade-long commitment.  And  we  just  want  to  see  the  debate  change 
and  treat  investment  in  transportation  exactly  that  way:  Invest- 
ment. 

I  think  you,  as  the  chairman,  and  members  of  your  committee 
have  shown  a  willingness  to  treat  it  that  way,  but  we  also  under- 
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stand  that  you  face,  you  are  facing  a  very  tough  appropriation  cycle 
and  we  would  just  ask  that  you  give  serious  consideration  to  the 
programs  that  our  members  are  employed  on  because  we  think 
they  are  vital  to  our  public  transportation  system. 

One  other  matter  before  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  take  over  is  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  Over  the  last  couple  of  years,  we 
have  witnessed  constant  attacks  against  the  ICC,  attacks  that  we 
think  are  very  unwarranted.  And  I  think  the  best  message  this 
subcommittee  could  send  would  be  to  fund  this  Agency  at  the  level 
it  has  requested  and  that  the  administration  acknowledges  is  need- 
ed. 

And  one  thing  which  I  know  is  important  to  you,  was  the  debate 
over  NAFTA.  One  thing  that  needs  to  be  injected  into  the  debate 
on  the  ICC  is  the  added  responsibilities  this  Agency  has  to 
consume  once  we  have  all  the  trucks  coming  out  of  Mexico  into  the 
U.S.,  as  well  as  perhaps  some  new  schemes  that  might  be  consid- 
ered in  the  rail  sector  that  could  both  jeopardize  our  rail  network 
in  this  country,  but  more  importantly,  the  employees  who  operate 
and  maintain  the  system. 

We  need  to  safeguard  against  what  we  know  will  be  some  unsa- 
vory practices  if  we  allow  the  industry  to  come  up  with  these 
schemes  and  to  implement  them,  and  we  would  just  ask  for  you 
and  others  on  your  subcommittee  to  support  the  ICC  at  an  ade- 
quate level  and  to  be  sure  they  have  the  resources  to  carry  out 
what  we  believe  are  critical  duties  both  from  an  operating  stand- 
point, but  also  from  a  highway  and  other  public  safety  standpoint. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Gentlemen. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  AFL-CIO  follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  WALTER  J.  SHEA,  PRESmENT 
TRANSPORTATION  TRADES  DEPARTMENT,  AFL-CIO 

BEFORE  THE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
TRANSPORTATION  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

TRANSIT  APPROPRIATIONS 

APRIL  13.  1994 


My  name  is  Walter  J.  Shea.  I  am  president  of  the  Transportation  Trades 
Department,  AFL-CIO  (TTD),  whose  29  affiliated  unions  represent  several  million 
working  men  and  women  in  the  airline,  auto,  rail,  transit,  trucking  and  related  industries. 
Attached  please  find  a  list  of  TTD's  affiliated  labor  organizations. 

Transportation  labor  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
Subcommittee's  deliberations  over  the  transit  investment  portion  of  the  FY95 
transportation  appropriations  legislation.  TTD,  together  with  our  transit  affiliates,  has 
a  longstanding  position  in  support  of  a  well  financed  federal  public  investment  program 
for  our  nation's  mass  transit  systems. 

TRANSPORTATION  TRADES  DEPARTMENT.  AFUCIO 
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Mass  transit  operators  provide  a  service  unique  in  nature  and  vital  to  every 
community,  large  and  small,  across  the  United  States.  It  is  our  long  held  view  that  the 
primary  goal  of  federal  transit  investment  policy  should  be  to  foster  the  development, 
growth  and  maintenance  of  an  efficient,  safe  and  convenient  transit  network.  In  historical 
terms,  investment  in  transit  systems  has  always  been  linked  to  economic  expansion,  new 
business  enterprises  and  the  creation  of  good-paying  jobs. 

In  the  1990s,  at  a  time  when  our  cities  are  struggling  to  meet  the  commuting  needs 
of  their  residents,  transit  offers  meaningful  solutions  to  gridlock,  decaying  infristructure 
and  the  structural  changes  in  commuting  patterns  that  are  taking  hold  of  major 
metropolitan  areas  across  the  U.S.  Moreover,  as  suburban  and  rural  areas  continue  to 
seize  opportunities  for  new  growth  and  development,  events  which  produce  demands  for 
jobs  and  housing,  they  too  face  the  need  for  the  expansion  of  safe  and  efficient  mass 
transit  services.  Transit  services  are  also  providing  the  means  for  satisfying  the  mandates 
established  by  recent  federal  initiatives  governing  clean  air  standards  and  the  fair 
treatment  of  the  disabled  and  elderly. 

In  a  more  general  sense,  fulfillment  of  the  vision  which  gave  rise  to  the  transit 
investment  program  many  decades  ago  will  evade  our  nation's  cities  absent  a  substantial 
role  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  and  its  parent  agency,  the  Department  of 
Transportation.  That  role  begins  with  and  is  sustained  by  a  strong,  well  supported  public 
investment  program.  Foreign  governments  certainly  understand  the  important  and 
necessary  role  public  investment  plays  in  sustaining  an  efficient  intercity  transit  system. 

2- 
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For  most  major  cities  abroad,  a  well  financed,  publicly-supported  mass  transit  system 
holds  the  key  to  the  long-term  health  of  local  economies  and  the  stability  of  good  jobs. 

Fortunately,  we  have  concluded  a  hostile  era  during  which  the  federal  government 
viewed  public  investment  in  our  infrastructure  as  a  waste  of  taxpayer  dollars.  If  it  was 
not  for  the  unyielding  conviction  of  this  Subcommittee  and  a  large  majority  of  Congress 
we  would  have  seen  devastating  cuts  in  transit  investment  programs,  the  results  of  which 
would  have  been  dramatic  service  cuts,  layoffs,  fare  increases  and  overall,  an  erosion  in 
the  quality  of  America's  transit  network. 

Fortunately,  today  we  have  a  President  and  Transportation  Secretary  who  believe 
in  the  need  to  invest  in  our  cities,  to  rebuild  an  otherwise  deteriorated  infrastructure,  and 
to  ensure  this  nation  maintains  a  public  and  private  transportation  system  unmatched 
around  the  world.  We  applaud  the  President's  request  for  significant  increases  to 
modernize  transit  fleets,  replace  old  equipment,  invest  in  new  maintenance  and  service 
facilities  and  bolster  expansion  efforts  into  new  markets. 

However,  while  the  President's  budget  request  for  FY95  seeks  to  fiiUy  fund  the 
capital  portion  of  federal  transit  formula  programs,  it  calls  for  a  $202  million  cut  in 
operating  assistance  from  the  current  level  of  $802  million.  We  oppose  this  proposed  cut 
because  of  the  serious  adverse  affects  it  would  have  on  transit  systems  in  virtually  every 
community  across  America  and  the  threat  it  poses  to  thousands  of  transit  jobs. 
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It  is  significant  to  note  that  mass  transit  (grating  assistance  -  although  currently 
authorized  at  $1.1  billion  -  has  remained  virtually  frozen  since  1988.  The  inability  to 
increase  investment  in  this  vital  area,  coupled  with  rising  operating  costs  just  to  meet 
existing  maintenance,  service  and  equipment  needs,  has  placed  significant  financial 
burden  on  cash-shoit  state  and  local  governments  and  federal  transit  grant  recipients. 

Moreover,  the  increased  costs  imposed  on  transit  systems  by  new  drug  and  alcohol 
testing  regulations  as  well  as  the  mandates  under  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act  and 
the  Clean  Air  Act  are  presenting  almost  impossible  challenges  to  operators  unless  federal 
operating  dollars  are  appropriated  to  offset  these  costs.  In  total,  the  increased  costs 
associated  with  these  mandates  ~  estimated  to  be  $817  million  per  year  -  exceed  by  $15 
million  the  current  level  of  operating  assistance. 

To  address  this  issue,  transportation  labor  has  been  calling  for  the  creation  of  a 
Transit  S(rfety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund  for  the  purpose  of  funding  the  extraordinary 
costs  imposed  by  these  new  industry  requirements.  A  copy  of  a  TTD  Policy  Brief 
addressing  this  issue  is  attached  for  your  information.  We  would  welcome  an  opportunity 
to  meet  with  members  of  this  Subcommittee  to  discuss  our  proposal  in  greater  detail. 

In  a  recent  survey  of  120  transit  systems  by  the  American  Public  Transit 
Association  (APTA),  almost  70  percent  of  those  surveyed  indicated  they  would  raise 
fares,  83  percent  warned  of  service  reductions,  and  three-fourths  said  they  would  be 
forced  to  lay-off  employees  (several  operators  warned  of  job  cuts  exceeding  15  percent). 
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And  nine  out  of  10  systems  that  responded  to  the  APTA  survey  indicated  that  they  would 
not  be  able  to  make  up  for  the  loss  in  operating  assistance  with  additional  state  and/or 
local  funds. 

Nationwide,  an  estimated  10,000  to  15,000  employees  in  both  urban  and  rural 
areas  stand  to  lose  their  jobs  if  this  cut  is  adopted.  Moreover,  our  experience  in  transit 
and  throughout  our  transportation  industry  shows  that  when  budget  cuts  are  imminent, 
safety  and  nuuntenance  programs  always  end  up  on  the  chopping  block  as  operators  seek 
quick  ways  to  improve  their  bottom  line  at  the  expense  of  the  public  interest. 

We  are  aware  of  the  budgetary  environment  in  which  this  Subcommittee  must 
construct  a  fair  and  balanced  appropriations  bill.  But  as  far  as  mass  transit  investment 
programs  are  concerned,  we  believe  what  has  amounted  to  a  6-year  freeze  in  operating 
assistance  already  has  placed  enormous  pressure  on  transit  systems  and  their  employees. 
An  additional  25  percent  cut  in  operating  assistance  would  pose  serious  harm  to  the 
industry's  long-term  financial  condition  while  threatening  the  security  of  the  200,000 
dedicated  workers  who  operate  and  maintain  this  vital  segment  of  our  transportation 
network. 

We  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  support  the  President's  call  for  increased  funding 
for  mass  transit  investment  programs.  But  we  believe  the  President's  request  for  a  25 
percent  cut  in  operating  assistance  should  be  rejected  as  it  would  have  considerable 
deleterious  affects  in  a  segment  of  our  transportation  industry  that  can  least  afford  more 
cuts  at  a  time  of  growing  demands  for  service  improvements  and  expansions. 
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On  behalf  of  the  affiliated  unions  of  TTD,  we  thank  this  Subcommittee  for  giving 
us  the  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  an  issue  that  touches  every  city  and  town 
across  our  nation.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  you  conclude  your 
deliberations  over  a  FY95  transportation  appropriations  bill. 


[For  further  information  contact  Ed  Wytkind  at  202/628-9262.] 


1078 


POLICY  BRIEF 


PB  NO.l 


April  20,  1993 


Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund 


REEXAMINE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  POUCY 

The  growing  demands  placed  on  local 
transit  operators  —  from  mandated  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  to  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  and  the 
Qean  Air  Act  —  are  making  it  apparent  that 
current  policy  on  federal  operating  assistance 
must  be  reexamined  with  an  eye  toward  fund- 
ing unfunded  mandates  imposed  on  the  indus- 
try. 


Current  government  policy 

is  requiring  state  and  local 

governments  to  continually 

do  more  with  less. 


Clearly,  since  these  newly  imposed  costs 
have  not  been  offset  by  increases  in  federal 
operating  assistance,  current  government  policy 
is  requiring  state  and  local  governments  to 
continually  do  more  with  less.  This  policy  must 
be  changed  if  America  is  to  accomplish  the 
ambitious  transportation  infrastructure  goals 
set  out  by  the  Clinton  Administration. 

To  address  this  growing  industry  concern, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  target  increases  in  federal 
operating  assistance  for  FV'94  to  fund  the  ex- 
traordinary operational  expenses  imposed  on 
state  and  local  governments  and  all  federal 
transit  grant  recipients.  In  each  case,  the  new 
obligations  require  federal  transit  grant  recipi- 
ents to  devote  a  substantial  amount  of  addi- 
tional operating  revenues  to  ensure  full  compli- 
ance. And  since  operating  assistance  leveb 
remain  well  below  authorized  levels  in  the 


Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (ISTEA),  these  requirements  will 
have  to  be  met  at  the  expense  of  service  en- 
hancements and  expansion  programs. 

In  the  short-term,  operating  assistance 
should  be  increased  above  the  current  $802 
million  to  help  fulfill  the  new  federally  imposed 
mandates.  Increases  in  federal  funds  should  be 
implemented  within  the  authorized  limits  of 
the  ISTEA  legislation  and  dedicated  largely  to 
meeting  the  costs  imposed  by  the  new  require- 
ments. This  view  is  shared  by  employees  and 
the  industry,  as  well  as  a  wide  array  of  constitu- 
ent groups  concerned  about  the  future  of  public 
transit  services. 

TRANSIT  SAFETY,  SERVICE  AND 
STANDARDS  FUND 

We  are  recommending  the  creation  of  the 
"Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund" 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  federal 
assistance  available  to  help  offset  the  new  costs 
faced  by  all  transit  grant  recipients.  The  appro- 
priated increase  between  the  $802  million  and 
the  authorized  ceiling  of  $1.1  billion,  however, 
would  be  reserved  largely  to  fulfill  the  require- 
ments imposed  by  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  as 
well  as  ADA  and  clean  air  standards. 

The  "Safety"  aspect  of  this  grant  is  de- 
signed to  specifically  address  the  new  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  requirements  which  as  ampli- 
fied below  will  impose  costs  conservatively 
estimated  at  between  $20-25  million  per  year. 

The  "Service"  aspect  of  the  program  would 
be  used  to  support  the  operational  expenses 
required  to  implement  the  new  ADA  service 
requirements.  Annual  estimates  by  the  Ameri- 
can Public  Transit  Association  (APTA)  and 
other  industry  sources  place  ADA-related  costs 
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at  well  over  $200  million  annually.  New  Jersey 
Transit,  for  example,  has  estimated  its  costs  in 
this  area  to  exceed  $20  million  per  year. 

Finally,  the  "Standards"  portions  will  ad- 
dress the  operational  needs  for  installing  and 
maintaining  the  equipment  required  to  meet 
the  new  standards  imposed  by  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  These  costs  have  been  estimated  and 
documented  in  excess  of  $100  million  per  year. 

Using  industry  projections,  the  combined 
annual  expenses  under  these  programs  will 
exceed  the  $230  million  differential  between  the 
appropriated  amount  and  that  permitted  under 
the  ISTEA  legislation. 

BACKGROUND 

Historically,  since  1981  federal  transit  in- 
vestment has  been  well  below  authorized  lev- 
els. Operating  assistance  in  particular  has  fallen 
during  this  period  from  a  peak  of  over  $1  billion 
armually  to  just  $802  million  in  FY93.  In  fact, 
operating  assistance  has  remained  stagnant  at 
that  level  since  at  least  1986  despite  authoriza- 
tions permitting  increases  in  excess  of  $1.1 
billion. 


New  federal  mandates  have 

placed  a  significant  federal 

burden  on  cash-short  state  and 

local  governments  and  federal 

transit  grant  recipients. 


Over  this  time,  the  operating  costs  re- 
quired for  the  maintenance  of  existing  service 
as  well  as  meeting  enhanced  service  needs  and 
the  new  federal  mandates  have  placed  a  signifi- 
cant financial  burden  on  cash-short  state  and 
local  governments  and  federal  transit  grant 
recipients.  This  strain  has  increased  dramati- 
cally since  1990  with  the  enactment  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  amendments,  the  new  ADA  require- 
ments and  the  drug  and  alcohol  testing  pro- 
grams which  will  be  finalized  later  this  year. 

In  1981,  federal  assistance  was  15  percent 
of  all  transit  operating  revenue;  by  1990  the 


federal  share  had  dropped  to  under  five  per- 
cent. Federal  operating  assistance  appropri- 
ated for  urbariized  areas  declined  by  56  percent 
in  constant  dollars  between  1980  and  1992.  In 
contrast,  between  1980  and  1990,  fares  in- 
creased by  32  percent  in  coristant  dollars  and 
state  and  local  operating  aid  increased  by  69 
percent  in  real  terms. 

Past  efforts  to  secure  increases  in  federal 
operating  assistance  have  failed  to  overcome 
pressures  raised  wnthin  the  Appropriations 
and  other  committees  to  contain  those  funding 
levels  in  the  face  of  the  increasing  federal 
deficit,  the  fast  payout  schedule  for  operating 
assistance,  and  competition  from  the  ever 
present  capital  needs  programs.  Now,  how- 
ever, given  the  new  federal  obligations  placed 
on  transit  grant  recipients  there  is  an  absolute 
need  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  funding. 

TRANSIT  SAFETY 
DRUG  AND  ALCOHOL  TESTING 

Drug  and  alcohol  testing  regulations  is- 
sued on  December  14,  1992,  are  expected  to  be 
finalized  later  this  year.  These  regulations  will 
require  all  federal  transit  grant  recipients  to 
perform  a  comprehensive  range  of  mandatory 
drug  and  alcohol  testing  upon  covered  employ- 
ees including  random,  reasonable  suspicion, 
post-accident,  retum-to-work  and  follow-up 
testing.  The  requirements  are  expected  to  in- 
clude mandatory  random  testing  components 
which  may  approach  50  percent  of  the  work 
force  on  an  annual  basis. 

Other  requirements  in  the  regulations  com- 
mand every  transit  grant  recipient  to  contract 
for  the  services  of  a  substance  abuse  profes- 
sional, medical  review  officer  and  to  otherwise 
purchase  the  necessary  drug  and  alcohol  test- 
ing equipment  to  perform  the  tests.  In  addi- 
tion, the  responsibilities  for  education,  training 
and  rehabilitation  for  employees  testing  posi- 
tive will  contribute  to  operational  costs  as  this 
program  is  implemented. 

Conservative  estimates  indicate  that  the 
cost  of  this  new  program  wilt  range  from  $20- 
25  million.  This  fi(""-'»  •"•  *— -°'^  '^"  the  universe 
ofsom'"'"" 
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up  to  50  percent  of  these  employees  to  both 
random  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  at  a  mini- 
mum of  once  a  year,  would  cost  at  least  $15 
million  annually. 

In  this  regard,  various  estimates  indicate 
that  the  combined  alcohol  and  drug  tests  are 
expected  to  cost  between  $100  and  $150  for  each 
series  of  tests.  This  base  cost  combined  with  the 
additional  expenses  involving  personnel  edu- 
cation, training  and  rehabilitation  programs 
will  easily  bring  the  annual  figvire  to  $25  mil- 
lion. The  goals  and  objectives  of  this  program 
will  therefore  be  difficult  to  fulfill  unless  the 
necessary  resources  are  provided. 


;   Conservative  estimates  indicate 
that  tiie  cost  of  this  new 
program  will  range  from 
$20-25  million. 

TRANSIT  SERVICE 
ADA  ACT  REQUIREMENTS 

With  the  enactment  of  the  ADA  in  1990, 
Congress  sought  to  make  all  public  facilities, 
including  mass  transit  services,  accessible  to 
disabled  and  elderly  Americans,  many  of  whom 
otherwise  have  no  legitimate  means  of  trans- 
portation. This  landmark  legislation  was  a  pub- 
lic policy  decision  recognizing  the  dire  needs  of 
the  disabled  and  elderly.  But  with  this  recogni- 
tion came  a  new  unfunded  federal  mandate, 
the  cost  of  which  is  to  be  born  by  public 
transportation  providers  nationwide  unless  the 
Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund  is 
created. 

The  mandatory  lift  equipment  and 
paratransit  service  requirements  included  in 
the  ADA  will  not  only  require  the  purchase  of 
new  capital  equipment,  but  the  use  of  addi- 
tional drivers  and  maintenance  employees  to 
ensure  that  the  expected  service  operations  for 
the  disabled  are  provided.  The  figures  com- 
piled by  APTA  indicate  that  these  operational 
expenses  will  be  in  excess  of  $200  million  per 
year. 


The  industry  has  further  noted  a  growing 
trend  among  health  and  human  service  agen- 
cies discontinuing  their  transportation  services 
for  their  clients  and  essentially  "dumping" 
them  on  the  local  public  transit  system  that  is 
required  to  provide  service  under  the  ADA. 
This  practice,  too,  adds  a  tremendous  financial 
bvuden  on  systems  already  facing  challenging 
financial  struggles. 

TRANSIT  STANDARDS 
CLEAN  AIR  ACT  REQUIREMENTS 

The  unfunded  Clean  Air  Act  mandates 
now  in  place  compel  every  federal  transit  grant 
recipient  to  purchase  the  necessary  vehicles 
and  other  equipment  to  reduce  bus  emissions 
and  enable  the  transit  authority  to  otherwise 
comply  with  the  Act's  requirements.  The  an- 
nual costs  to  install  exhaust  cleaners  and  up- 
grade fuel  standards  is  $110  n\illion  .Additional 
diesel  fuel  costs  alone  are  estimated  to  be 
almost  $57  million  armually. 

FINAL  OBSERVATIONS 

Transit  advocates  have  presented  signifi- 
cant testimony  before  both  the  House  and 
Senate  Appropriations  Committees  justifying 
the  need  to  fully  fvmd  the  mass  transit  compo- 
nent of  the  ISTEA.  It  is  beyond  question  that 
both  the  capital  and  operating  needs  of  the 
industry  cannot  be  met  unless  funding  reaches 
that  level. 

As  the  Congress  and  the  Administration 
focus  on  these  issues,  we  believe  that  a  compel- 
ling case  exists  to  justify  that  the  increases 
agreed  upon  for  the  Section  9  Program  include 
a  targeted  increase  in  operating  assistance  to 
meet  the  new  Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Stan- 
dards requirements. 

Transportation  labor  looks  forward  to  work- 
ing with  the  Appropriations  Committees  and 
the  Department  of  Transportation  to  discuss 
ways  in  which  this  funding  increase  can  be 
achieved  as  part  of  a  balanced  Section  9  pro- 
gram. 

For  more  information  contact  the  Transporta- 
tion Trades  Department,  400  North  Capitol  Street. 
N.  W.,  Suite  861,  Washington,  D.  C.  20001,  (202) 
628-9262. 
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TTD  AFFILIATES 

The  following  labor  organizations  are  members  of  and  represented  by  the  TTD: 


Air  Line  Pilots  Association 
Amalgamated  Transit  Union 
American  Federation  of  State,  County  and  Municipal  Employees 
American  Federation  of  Teachers 
American  Train  Dispatchers  Association 
Association  of  Flight  Attendants 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employes 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen 
Communications  Workers  of  America 
Hotel  Employees  and  Restaurant  Employees  Union 
Imemational  Association  of  Fire  Fighters 
International  Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Blacksmiths,  Forgers  and  Helpers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters 
International  Longshoremen 's  and  Warehousemen 's  Union 
Int'  I  Union,  United  Automobile,  Aerospace  and  Agricultural  Implement  Workers  of  America 
International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers 
National  Marine  Engineers  Beneficial  Association 
Retail,  Wholesale  and  Department  Store  Union 

Service  Employees  International  Union 

Sheet  Metal  Workers  International  Association 

TransportationCommunications  Imemational  Union 

Transport  Workers  Union  of  America 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  America 

United  Steelworkers  of  America 

United  Transportation  Union 


January  21.  1994 


TRANSPORTATION  TRADES  DEPARTMENT.  AfL^IO 


1082 


Statement  of  Walter  J.  Shea,  President 
Transportation  Trades  Department^  AFL-CIO 

Before  the  Transportation  Appropriations 
and  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

March  17.  1994 


My  name  is  Walter  J.  Shea,  president  of  the  Transportation  Trades  £)epartment, 
AFL-CIO  ("TTD"),  which  represents  29  unions  in  the  airline,  automotive,  railroad, 
transit,  trucking  and  related  industries.  Attached  please  find  a  list  of  TTD's  affiliated 
labor  organizations. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  communicate  to  this  Subcommittee  the  views  of  transportation 
labor  on  the  issue  of  funding  America's  national  passenger  railroad  —  Amtrak.  We 
believe  the  time  has  come  to  address  the  serious  fiinding  deficiencies  that  plague  Amtrak's 
rail  network  to  ensure  we  preserve  this  vital  national  asset.  The  absence  of  meaningful 
increases  in  ftmding  will  result  in  continued  deterioration  of  service  and  the  threat  of 
thousands  of  lost  jobs. 
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Critical  Stage  in  Amtrak's  History 

It  is  no  secret  to  tiiose  of  us  in  transportation  labor  that  passenger  rail  in  this 
country,  and  specifically  Amtrak,  has  reached  a  critical  stage  in  its  history  since  the 
railroad  was  created  in  1971.  The  vision  which  led  to  Amtrak's  creation  was  based  on 
the  well  founded  idea  that  passenger  rail  has  always  and  will  always  play  a  vital  role  in 
our  transportation  system  and  in  the  health  of  our  economy. 

Not  only  does  Amtrak  tie  together  large  cities  with  small  towns,  major  urban 
centers  with  rural  communities,  it  provides  the  nation's  only  high  speed  surfiux 
transportation  system  for  business  and  leisure  travelers.  But  perhaps  most  important, 
Amtrak  has  provided  a  cost-effective  means  of  travel  for  Americans  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  have  lost  transportation  choices  due  to  reckless  deregulation  policies 
in  the  airline  and  bus  industries.  We  believe  the  government  has  a  duty  to  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  to  not  only  support  a  viable  rail  passenger  system,  but  also  to  protect  the 
public  investment. 

Today,  the  United  States,  unlike  our  foreign  competitors,  continues  to  grapple  with 
this  duty  as  our  transportation  infrastructure  travels  down  a  dangerous  path  of  decay  and 
neglect.  A  strong  case  has  been  and  continues  to  be  made  for  increasing  federal 
investment  in  Amtrak,  as  our  passenger  rail  network  has  suffered  due  to  diminishing 
resources  at  a  time  of  increasing  demand. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  reports  that  Amtrak  must  receive  'substantial 
operating  and  capital  funding"  if  it  is  to  continue  to  'offer  quality  and  reliable  service...' 
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In  a  soon  to  be  released  report,  GAO  will  conclude  that  unless  Amtrak  funding  is 

increased  substantially,  the  passenger  carrier  will  find  it  increasingly  difficult  to  avoid 

service  cuts  and  deferred  investment  in  Amtrak's  physical  infrastructure  and  in  much 

needed  rolling  stock. 

Unfortunately,  the  result  of  Amtrak's  inadequate  federal  resources  has  been  a 
'band-aid'  approach  to  managing  a  national  passenger  rail  network.  The  nation  has 
suffered  as  have  the  employees  of  Amtrak  who  have  been  forced  to  earn  significandy  less 
than  dieir  counterparts  on  the  freight  railroads  while  enduring  through  an  era  of  hostile 
management,  an  era  Fm  happy  to  report  is  hopefully  behind  us. 

This  Subcommittee  knows  all  too  well  that  the  budget  environment  we  are  in  today 
will  require  the  expression  of  a  forceful,  well  reasoned  argument  in  support  of  the 
proposition  that  increased  investment  in  Amtrak  represents  sound  transportation  and 
investment  policy.  TTD  and  its  affiliates  are  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  be  a 
party  to  that  dialogue. 
President's  Support 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  today  we  have  a  President  and  Transportation  Secretary 
who  believe  in  the  need  to  support  our  transportation  system  in  general  and  passenger  rail 
specifically.  The  President's  overall  transportation  budget  request  for  FY9S,  while 
troublesome  in  certain  select  areas,  is  evidence  of  the  President's  commitment.  Clearly, 
the  Administratioo  understands  the  financial  problems  Amtrak  faces,  the  underlying 
reasons  behind  the  problems,  and  where  the  solutions  lie. 
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It  is  also  important,  however,  as  we  address  the  issue  of  transportation  spending 
programs  that  we  place  the  discussion  in  an  international  context.  While  America 
struggles  to  find  an  adequate  funding  stream  for  Amtrak  commensurate  with  the  high 
expectations  Congress  and  the  nation  place  on  our  national  passenger  railroad,  our  foreign 
competitors  recognize  the  need  to  move  persons  and  goods  faster  and  more  efficient  than 
their  competitors.  That  also  must  be  America's  vision  as  our  economy  continues  to  adjust 
to  the  massive  onslaught  of  global  competition. 
AdTandng  the  Vision  of  High  Speed  Rail 

In  our  view  Amtrak  provides  the  only  legitimate  foundation  on  which  to  develop 
and  build  the  U.S.  higher  speed  rail  network  envisioned  by  this  Subcommittee  and  by 
President  Bill  Clinton  and  Transportation  Secretary  Federico  Peiia.  The  President  has 
articulated  that  vision  but  to  date  adequate  funding  continues  to  evade  it. 

Thus  while  the  vision  is  well  evolved,  America  will  continue  to  fall  well  short  of 
the  mark  in  terms  of  building  the  finest  passenger  rail  system  in  the  world  unless  we  find 
the  will  to  fiind  Amtrak  at  levels  a  vast  majority  of  Congress  recognize  is  more  than 
justified,  particularly  when  one  looks  at  the  alternative:  unmitigated  congestion  throughout 
out  transportation  system,  poorly  funded  capital  needs,  elimination  and  reduction  in  train 
service  and  associated  job  loss,  and  defierral  of  maintenance  and  overhaul,  and  new 
equipment  purchases.  We  must  begin  today  to  address  how  to  best  avoid  the  unenviable 
task  of  trying  to  deal  with  this  problem  when  it  reaches  crisis  proportions,  a  period  I  must 
say  is  fast  approaching. 
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It  must  be  noted  that  if  it  were  not  for  the  leadership  and  vision  of  this 

Subcommittee,  that  of  the  authorizing  committee  and  a  large  majority  of  Congress, 

Amtrak  would  not  exist  today  due  to  repeated  attempts  -  misguided,  I  might  add  ~  to 

eliminate  federal  funding  of  vital  Amtrak  operating  and  coital  programs.     These 

investments  support  the  national  Amtrak  network  and  thousands  of  good  jobs  at  a  time 

when  new,   long-term  job   opportunities   continue  to  elude  the   unemployed  and 

underemployed  in  this  country. 

Transportation  labor  has  a  longstanding  and  well  supported  position  that  any 

legitimate  national  transportation  investment  program  must  include  a  strong  passenger  rail 

component  —  both  intercity  and  long  distance. 

The  Myth  of  a  "Subsidy-Free"  Amtrak 

Unfortunately,  there  are  those  who  believe  that  passenger  rail  service  can  be 

provided  free  from  federal  subsidy.  But  this  Subcommittee  knows  that  such  a  proposition 

is  removed  from  the  experience  both  here  and  abroad.    For  example,  it  was  reported 

recently  that  the  German  government  has  put  the  final  touches  on  approving  a  $5.2  billion 

construction  project  to  build  a  Transrapid  high  speed  train  system  between  Hamburg  and 

Berlin,  which  will  support  some  10,000  jobs. 

In  the  longer  term,  Germany  plans  to  invest  over  $47  billion  to  fully  integrate  the 

Western  and  Eastern  Germany  rail  systems,  and  the  European  nations  collectively  are 

planning  to  integrate  their  rail  systems  with  the  infusion  of  $100  billion  in  new 

investment. 
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Other  individual  countries  -  France,   Switzerland,   Great  Britain,   Belgium, 

Netherlands,  Japan  and  others  -  are  spending  billions  of  dollars  in  capital  and  operating 

investments  to  increase  capacity,  upgrade  their  passenger  rail  systems,  and  introduce 

state-of-the-art  higher  speed  trains.     America  must  also  find  a  way  to  seize  these 

opportunities  and  it  is  our  view  that  the  Amtrak  system  provides  the  foundation  on  which 

newer,  faster  train  service  can  (and  should)  be  introduced. 

We  must  build  on  Amtrak's  success  and  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  Amtrak  is, 
for  all  practical  purposes,  the  only  well  developed  network  that  can  provide  fast,  efficient 
intercity  and  interstate  train  travel.  But  to  fully  tap  Amtrak' s  potential  there  must  be  a 
new  mind-set  in  Washington  and  throughout  America  that  the  notion  of  a  subsidy-free 
passenger  rail  system  is  not  only  a  myth,  but  in  fact  during  the  1980s  became  a 
euphemism  for  privatizing  publicly  supported  transportation  services. 

Not  only  does  Amtrak  lack  the  necessary  resources,  it  often  is  forced  to  play  a 
game  that  eventually  catches  up  with  any  business  enterprise:  deferring  until  tomorrow 
what  should  be  done  today.  Service  and  employee  morale  has  suffered,  as  has  Amtrak's 
ability  to  build  its  passenger  base  in  the  face  of  service  reductions  and  constandy 
deteriorating  travel  conditions  on  those  parts  of  the  system  that  have  most  suffered  such 
as  long-distance  train  service. 

As  Amtrak  Chairman  Tom  Downs  explains,  the  railroad's  equipment  and  facilities 
arc  depreciating  at  the  rate  of  $250  million  per  year.  Over  the  past  decade,  depreciation 
has  exceeded  investment  by  almost  $600  million.  Any  analyst  will  tell  you  that  this  spells 


1088 


7 
disastrous  consequences  unless  we  find  a  way  to  reverse  the  trend.    And  as  mentioned 

above,  GAO's  report  will  conclude  much  the  same. 

Thanks  to  the  conviction  of  this  Subcommittee  and  of  your  Senate  counterparts. 
Congress  has  provided  funding  to  address  the  need  for  physical  plant  improvements, 
equipment  purchases,  and  locomotive/passenger  car  overhaul.  In  the  hucc  of  downward 
budgetary  pressures.  Congress  has  stood  strong  during  its  more  than  two-decade 
commitment  to  federally  support  a  national  passenger  rail  system.  The  nation  as  a  whole 
has  benefitted  tremendously  from  that  unyielding  conviction  but  much  more  will  be 
needed. 
FY  19S^  Appropriations 

It  is  important  at  the  outset  to  point  out  that  TTD  and  its  affiliated  unions  are  most 
thankful  to  the  Clinton  Administration  for  its  decision  to  restore  government  confidence 
in  transportation  investments.  The  President's  FY9S  transportation  budget  request  for 
Amtrak  and  other  important  programs  reflects  a  genuine  commitment  to  reversing  the 
dangerous  trends  established  during  the  past  decade  during  which  efforts  were  undertaken 
to  literally  destroy  Amtrak  as  we  know  it  and  turn  it  over  to  private  operators  motivated 
by  private  profit  rather  than  the  public  interest. 

Amtrak  has  faced  an  extremely  difficult  and  tumultuous  budgetary  environment  for 
the  past  several  years  that  has  resulted  more  than  once  in  the  enactment  of  a  supplemental 
appropriation  of  federal  funds  to  help  deal  with  significant  revenue  shortfalls. 
Unfortunately,  while  Congress  has  recognized  Amtrak' s  dire  needs  and  has  acted  swifUy 
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to  avert  crippling  problems,  those  efforts  have  not  avoided  the  furlough  of  worken  and 
today  leave  the  railroad  understaffed  and  neglected  in  several  areas. 

To  address,  these  problems  we  believe  the  Subcommittee  must  consider  increasing 
Amtrak  funding  in  some  key  areas.  Specifically,  from  our  perspective  the  Subcommittee 
must  find  adequate  funds,  including  increases  where  necessary,  for  the  following 
programs: 

■  Operating  Assistance.  Operating  assistance  is  critical  to  curing 
Amtrak's  serious  financial  ailments.  This  program  will  help  to  handle  day- 
to-day  operating  expenses,  to  recall  workers  on  furlough  due  to  deferred 
shop  craft  work  and  reduced  on-board  staffing  levels,  and  to  cover  the  costs 
of  equipment  overhaul  work  which  recently  has  been  paid  for  with  the  use 
of  capital  monies.  Congress  must  provide  funds  sufficient  to  continue 
operating  quality  and  efficient  service. 

■  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project  (NECIP).  NECIP  represents 
America's  only  true  high  speed  rail  corridor,  serving  the  needs  of  over  1 10 
million  commuter  and  intercity  passengers.  Congress  has  long  recognized 
NECIP  as  a  critical  transportation  corridor  serving  the  Washington,  D.C. 
to  Boston,  Mass.  markets.  The  President's  request  (1 1  percent  below  FY94 
levels),  however,  falls  short  of  meeting  needs  such  as  infrastructure 
improvements,  trainset  acquisitions  and  the  electrification  project  scheduled 
to  begin  construction  this  fall.   We  would  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  reject 
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cuts  in  this  program  and  instead  to  fund  it  at  a  level  commensurate  with  the 

importance  of  the  development,  maintenance  and  expansion  of  this  vital 
corridor. 

■  Capital  Grants.  Due  to  the  many  problems  already  discussed  in  this 
testimony  it  is  evident  that  Amtrak  is  in  need  of  overall  increases  in  federal 
capital  support  to  meet  basic  capital  expenses  created  by  daily  operations, 
to  purchase  passenger  equipment,  and  to  meet  the  expenses  resulting  from 
new  federal  mandates.  The  President's  budget  request  reflects  this  view 
and  we  would  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  ensure  Amtrak  receives  the  funds 
it  needs  in  this  investment  program  to  offer  the  highest  return  on 
investment. 
Final  Observations 

A  final  point  to  be  considered  is  the  fresh  attitude  and  perspective  new  Amtrak 
Chairman  Tom  Downs  brings  to  the  job.  For  too  many  years  the  employees  of  Amtrak 
have  been  forced  to  work  in  unacceptable  conditions  while  inheriting  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  burden  and  sacrifice  to  keep  Amtrak  afloat. 

Mr.  Downs  speaks  about  the  need  to  change  Amtrak's  'corporate  culture."  But 
he  also  recognizes  that  achieving  new  levels  of  excellence  will  require  a  new  relationship 
with  the  employees  and  their  unions.  We  share  in  Mr.  Downs'  enthusiasm  and  optimism, 
and  we  hope  to  help  him  fulfill  his  vision  for  Amtrak  and  the  nation. 
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As  Amtrak  prcx%eds  with  its  own  internal  management  audit.  Congress  faces  some 

critical  decisions  in  the  next  few  years  as  efforts  to  bring  down  the  federal  deficit  are 

weighed  against  the  need  to  invest  in  America's  transportation  infrastructure  needs. 

President  Clinton  has  committed  himself  to  achieving  legitimate  deficit  reduction  without 

sacrificing  the  short-  and  long-term  needs  of  our  economy  and  transportation  system. 

It  is  no  secret  that  in  its  history  Amtrak  has  teetered  on  the  edge  of  insolvency. 
But  it  is  a  majority  of  Congress  that  continues  to  make  a  policy  statement  that  investment 
in  Amtrak  is  good  transportation  policy  and  good  public  policy. 

As  this  Subcommittee  -  and,  in  fact,  the  entire  Congress  ~  cnfts  a  FY95 
appropriations  bill  that  best  addresses  America's  needs,  it  is  important  to  consider  the  fact 
that  there  is  not  a  single  major  economic  power  in  the  international  community  that  as  a 
matter  of  policy  does  not  consider  public  investment  in  a  safe,  efficient  and  reliable 
passenger  rail  system  vital  to  that  nation's  economic  well  being.  The  American  people 
deserve  an  Amtrak  network  which  measures  up  to  that  same  standard. 

On  behalf  of  transportetion  labor,  I  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  providing  us  the 
opportunity  to  express  our  views. 


[For  more  information  contact  Ed  Wytkind  at  202/628-9262] 
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Statement  of  Walter  J.  Shea,  President 
Transportation  Trades  Department,  AFL-CIO 

Before  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 

Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Interstate  Commerce  G>mmission  FY95  Appropriations 
March  2. 199^ 


I  am  pleased  to  present  to  this  Subcommittee  the  views  of  transportation  labor 
concerning  FY95  appropriations  for  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  an 
independent  agency  of  the  government  charged  with  providing  regulatory  oversight  of  our 
nation's  surface  transportation  industry. 

The  Transportation  Trades  Department.  AFL-CIO  ("TTD")  represents  29  affiliated 
unions  whose  members  operate,  maintain  and  build  our  multi-modal  transportation 
network.   Attached  please  find  a  list  of  TTD's  affiliated  unions. 
A  Less  Than  Proud  Legacy 

For  more  than  a  dozen  years,  the  nation's  deregulated  surface  transportation 
system  has  been  in  a  state  of  economic  upheaval.  The  legacy  left  behind  by  the  present 
regulatory  regime  points  to  a  dire  need  for  more  government  involvement  in  the  oversight 
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of  economic  transactions  in  this  industry  rather  than  a  continuation  of  regulatory  policies 
that  have  failed  to  protect  the  public  interest. 

A  precipitous  contraction  of  the  rail  network,  due  to  the  consummation  of  several 
mega-mergers  and  consolidations,  has  resulted  in  over  1 ,200  abandoned  communities,  the 
loss  of  more  than  300,000  jobs  and  serious  questions  concerning  the  public  policy 
implications  of  such  a  massive  downsizing  and  the  growth  in  short  line  sell-offs  which 
followed.  During  the  past  decade  we  have  witnessed  a  significant  increase  in  short  line 
start-ups,  a  trend  we  believe  has  splintered  the  rail  network,  exposed  it  to  financial 
instability,  and  undermined  the  rights  of  employees  adversely  affected  by  these 
transactions. 

In  the  trucking  sector,  the  effects  of  deregulation  have  been  much  the  same: 
thousands  of  trucking  companies  have  disappeared  as  have  some  200,000  good-paying 
jobs.  Moreover,  the  rate  of  bankruptcy  in  the  motor  carrier  industry  has  far  exceeded 
the  national  average  for  all  U.S.  businesses  for  much  of  the  past  decade. 

The  1980s  attitude  which  said  less  government  is  good  government  at  all  costs 
resulted  in  the  abdication  by  the  federal  government  and  the  ICC  of  the  duty  to  enforce 
existing  statutes  governing  motor  carrier  rate  regulation  and  tariff  filing.  Left  unchecked 
in  the  1980s,  the  emergence  of  discounted,  unpublished  rates  to  shippers  gave  rise  to 
divisive  legislative  and  legal  struggles  over  so-called  "shipper  undercharges,"  the  result 
of  which  was.  among  other  things,  great  hardship  for  former  employees  of  bankrupt 
motor  carrier  companies. 
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Given  the  rising  need  for  intercity  bus  service  (particularly  in  rural  America),  and 
the  need  for  a  well  radonalized  plan  to  fully  utilize  this  mode  of  transportadon,  we 
continue  to  believe  the  ICC  can  and  should  play  an  important  role  in  this  area.  It  must 
be  the  mission  of  this  agency  to  work  with  industry  cairien,  communities  and  labor  to 
address  service  needs  as  well  as  various  regulatory  issues  relative  to  routes,  terminals, 
insurance  and  safety. 

We  believe  there  is  a  clear  case  to  compel  Congress  to  not  only  fully  fund  the 
needs  of  the  ICC,  but  to  avoid  a  repeat  of  the  past  decade,  during  which  the  statutory 
mission  of  this  agency  became  subservient  to  the  principles  of  laissez  faire  economics  at 
the  expense  of  consumers  and  workers.  A  change  of  philosophy  in  the  1980s  by  a 
controlling  majority  of  the  Commission  resulted  in  ill  advised  rulings  which  perpetuated 
the  unfounded  theory  that  the  ICC  no  longer  carried  out  necessary  functions.  But  we 
learned  during  the  latter  half  of  the  19th  Century  and  again  from  the  past  decade  that  the 
free  market  acts  in  destructive  ways  absent  constructive  and  responsible  government 
oversight. 

The  ICC  is  an  agency  whose  image  has  become  tarnished,  whose  mission  has  been 
sabotaged,  and  whose  duty  to  safeguard  consumers  from  unsavory  carrier  practices  has 
been  thwarted  in  a  "spirit  of  deregulation. "  We  believe  it  is  time  to  resuscitate  this 
agency  and  to  tight  otf  ill  advised  attempts  to  dismantle  it.  The  first  step  in  that  process 
is  to  appropriate  adequate  funding  in  FY9S. 
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NAFTA-Related  Issues 

Congress'  approval  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA)  poses 
new  challenges  to  the  Commission  that  must  be  considered  by  this  Subcommittee  as  it 
evaluates  the  agency's  current  and  future  financial  needs. 

It  is  no  secret  that  transportation  labor  opposed  NAFTA  because  of  the  threat  it 
poses  to  our  surface  transportation  system  and  its  employees.  Throughout  the  debate  over 
NAFTA,  TTD  continued  to  stress  the  lack  of  a  meaningful  enforcement  mechanism  to 
ensure  that  foreign  motor  carriers  traveling  on  our  highways  fully  comply  with,  among 
other  things,  U.S.  standards  of  operation,  equipment  specifications,  and  commercial 
drivers  licensing  rules. 

Clearly,  the  ICC  will  play  a  significant  role  in  regulating  the  anticipated  increase 
in  motor  carrier  traffic  entering  the  U.S.  from  Mexico  and  Canada.  It  is  critical  that  the 
agency's  new  duties,  which  will  have  a  major  affect  on  highway  safety,  be  funded  at  a 
level  commensurate  with  the  importance  of  these  regulatory  functions. 

Furthermore,  it  is  equally  important  to  provide  proper  regulatory  oversight  of  the 
increased  rail  traffic  resulting  from  NAFTA's  implementation.  That  oversight  will 
include  the  consideration  of  public  interest  questions  in  the  event  that  future  transactions 
fie.  leases,  mergers,  acquisitions,  etc.)  are  proposed  by  and  between  rail  transportation 
companies  from  the  three  countries.  As  always,  the  Commission  will  provide  the  last  line 
of  defense  to  ensure  the  protection  of  the  public  interest  and  the  interests  of  employees 
during  deliberations  over  proposed  fmanciai  transactions. 
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Motor  Carrier  Functions 

When  considering  the  ICC's  future  funding  needs,  it  is  important  to  understand  the 
vital  mission  the  agency  is  charged  with  fulfilling.  At  present  the  ICC  is  empowered  to 
act  in  a  number  of  arenas  vital  to  the  well-being  of  the  motor  carrier  industry,  its 
employees,  and  the  public  it  serves.  They  include: 

■  Entry:  The  ICC  must  review  would-be  operators  to  determine  if  they 
are  fit  and  able  to  serve  as  motor  carriers. 

■  Insurance:  Federal  law  requires  motor  carriers  to  carry  certain  levels 
of  insurance  to  protect  the  public  from  bodily  injury  and  property  damage. 
The  ICC  enforces  insurance  regulations  by  administrative  and,  if  necessary, 
court  action. 

■  Rate  Regulation  and  TarifT  Filing:  The  ICC  can  prohibit  anti- 
competitive and  preferential  rate  practices.  Leaving  the  marketplace  to  fend 
for  itself  -  as  the  Commission  did  in  the  i980s  --  precipitated  such 
practices  and  fueled  vicious  legislative  and  legal  struggles. 

■  Hostage  Freight:  Major  disagreements  over  freight  charges  often 
develop  among  the  nations  more  than  50.000  motor  carriers  and  shippers. 
The  ICC  can  intercede  to  require  the  release  and  delivery  of  freight  held 
hostage  by  such  disputes. 

Most,  if  not  all.  of  these  responsibilities  take  on  even  greater  significance  with  the 
advent  of  increased  traffic  from  Mexico  and  Canada  once  NAFTA  enters  into  full  force. 
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A  poorly  funded  Commission  would  have  the  nation  return  to  the  early  20th  Century, 
during  which  anyone  with  enough  capital  to  buy  or  lease  a  tractor  and  a  trailer  could 
provide  motor  carrier  services  without  having  to  demonstrate  "fitness"  or  meet  minimal 
levels  of  safety  compliance.  All  of  these  important  ICC  oversight  functions  must  be 
supported  with  adequate  funding. 
Oversight  of  Rail  Carriers 

The  ICC  also  carries  out  critically  imiiortant  functions  in  overseeing  the  nation's 
railroad  industry.    A  review  of  some  of  the  Commission's  responsibilities  iii  railroad 
matters  demonstrates  why  they  remain  vital  and  thus  deserve  adequate  federal  funding. 
Securities:  Rail  carriers  may  not  issue  securities  or  assume  obligations  or 
liabilities  related  to  the  securities  of  another  without  ICC  approval.    The 
ICC  may  not  grant  approval  unless  it  finds  it  is  within  the  corporate 
purpose  of  the  carrier,  is  compatible  with  the  public  interest,  and  will  not 
impair  the  carrier's  financial  ability  to  provide  service. 
Combinations:  Carriers  cannot  combine  to  pool  or  divide  traffic,  services, 
or  earnings  without  the  approval  of  the  ICC.  which  must  find  that  it  will 
provide  better  public  service  or  a  healthier  economic  operation  and  will  not 
unreasonably  restrain  competition. 

Consolidation,  Merger,  Acquisition  of  Control:  Without  prior  ICC 
approval,  a  rail  carrier  may  not  consolidate  or  merge  its  properties  with 
another  to  create  one  corporation.   It  may  not  purchase,  lease,  or  contract 
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to  operate  the  property  of  another  carrier  nor  acquire  control  of  another 

carrier.   And  it  may  not  acquire  trackage  rights  or  joint  ownership  or  use 

of  a  railroad  line  owned  or  operated  by  another  carrier. 

In  reviewing  an  application  for  approval  of  one  of  these  otherwise  prohibited 
transactions,  the  ICC  must  consider  a  number  of  public  interest  factors:  1)  whether  it 
will  provide  adequate  transportation;  2)  the  effect  of  including,  or  not  including,  other 
rail  carriers  in  the  area  involved;  3)  the  total  fixed  charges  that  result;  4)  the  interest  of 
affected  carrier  employees;  and,  5)  whether  the  transaction  would  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  competition  in  the  region. 

A  railroad  also  needs  ICC  approval  to  construct,  buy,  or  operate  a  new  or 
extended  line  and  to  abandon  lines.  The  ICC  can  approve  the  construction  and  extension 
of  lines  if  it  finds  it  is  in  the  public  interest.  But  if  it  approves  an  abandonment,  it  must 
impose  conditions  to  protect  the  interests  of  affected  workers.  The  Interstate  Commerce 
Act  also  contains  some  52  provisions  dealing  with  the  highly  specialized  and  technical 
subject  of  railroad  rates,  tariffs,  and  property  valuation.  These  provisions  include  the 
ICC's  duty  to  determine  market  dominance  in  rate  proceedings. 

While  in  recent  years  employee  rights  have  been  trampled  upon  by  a  Commission 
majority  which  saw  fit  to  allow  some  railroads  to  alter  collective-bargaining  agreements 
and  force  employees  to  accept  the  changes  in  the  "interest  of  railroad  efficiency,'  the 
consideration  of  employee  interests  as  an  element  of  the  public  interest  nevertheless 
remains  an  explicit  responsibility  of  the  Commission. 
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Final  Observations 

For  more  than  a  century,  the  ICC  has  protected  the  public  interest  and  the  rights 
and  well-being  of  surface  transportation  employees.  In  today's  budget-cutting 
environment  there  are  those  who  believe  they  can  'save"  taxpayer  dollars  by  either 
eliminating  this  agency  entirely  or  dismantling  it  piece  by  piece.  We  believe  both 
approaches  would  prove  destructive  to  the  surface  transportation  industry,  its  employees 
and  the  thousands  of  communities  and  businesses  which  rely  on  an  economically  stable 
multi-modal  transportation  network. 

We  believe  the  ICC  fulfills  unique  tasks  only  it  is  suited  to  perform  in  a  cost- 
effective  and  efficient  manner,  and  relatively  free  from  unnecessary  federal  government 
intrusion  which  is  usually  motivated  by  political  expediency  rather  than  the  public 
interest. 

We  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  appropriate  adequate  funds  in  FY95  to  ensure  the 
ICC  is  armed  with  the  resources  necessary  to  carry-out  its  statutory  mandate  as  well  as 
the  new  emerging  responsibilities  connected  with  the  regulation  of  our  surface 
transportation  industry  as  NAFTA  enters  into  full  force. 

I  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  express  our  views. 


[For  further  information,  contact  TTD  Executive  Director  Ed  VVytkind  at  202/(i28- 
9262.] 
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TTD  AFFILIATES 

The  following  labor  organuaaons  are  members  of  and  represented  by  the  TTD: 


Air  Line  Pilots  Association 

Amalgamated  Transit  Union 

American  Federation  of  State,  County  and  Municipal  Employees 

American  Federation  of  Teachers 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association 

Association  of  Flight  Attendants 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employes 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen 
Communications  Workers  of  America 
Hotel  Employees  and  Restaurant  Employees  Union 
International  Association  of  Fire  Fighters 
International  Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers.  Blacksmiths.  Forgers  and  Helpers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters 
International  Longshoremen 's  and  Warehousemen 's  Union 
Int'  I  Union,  United  Automobile,  Aerospace  and  Agricultural  Implement  Workers  of  America 
International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers 
National  Marine  Engineers  Beneficial  Association 
Retail.  Wholesale  and  Department  Store  Union 
Service  Employees  International  Union 
^^^ — "  Sheet  Metal  Workers  International  Association 

TransponationCommunications  International  Union 

Transport  Workers  Union  of  America 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  America 

United  Steeiworkers  of  America 

United  Transponation  Union 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Malleck. 

Mr.  Malleck.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Carr,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here 
this  afternoon  in  front  of  you. 

What  we  have  done  is  summarize  our  summaries.  Ed  has  taken 
on  most  of  my  remarks,  and  I  have  handed  in  a  clean  copy  of  our 
oral  statement. 

My  name  is  Andrew  Malleck,  I  am  the  National  Legislative  Rep- 
resentative of  the  Maintenance-of-way  Employees  headquartered 
for  the  last  50  years  in  the  great  State  of  Michigan,  as  you  are  well 
aware. 

I  am  here  before  you 

Mr.  Carr.  Points. 

Mr.  Malleck.  Representing  the  RLEA,  the  Rail  Labor  Execu- 
tives' Association,  and  again  Ed  has  touched  on  all  of  the  Amtrak 
remarks,  but  I  would  just  like  to  add  one  comment  and  that  is  basi- 
cally the  excitement  that  the  employees  feel  this  year  with  the 
changes  that  have  come  as  a  result  of  a  new  administration  here 
in  Washington  and  taking  a  new  look  at  the  role  that  Amtrak  plays 
in  moving  people  in  this  country. 

It  is  exciting  for  the  people  that  have  been  on  that  carrier  for  the 
last  12  years  and  looked  at  continuing  assaults  by  past  administra- 
tions, and  it  is  exciting  to  have  a  new  President  at  Amtrak  and 
what  that  will  mean.  And  what  we  have  heard  from  him  so  far  is 
encouraging.  A  new  board  of  directors,  and  perhaps  we  can  begin 
as  a  team  to  begin  to  address  some  of  the  questions  that  you  ad- 
dressed to  an  earlier  panel  and  our  responsibilities  at  Amtrak. 

And  with  that,  thanks  for  the  opportunity. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Andrew  Malleck  follows:] 
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AMTRAK  ORAL  STATEMENT 
Andrew  T.  Malleck 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Andrew 
Malleck,  national  legislative  director  for  the  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employes,  which  represents  the  men  and  women  who  maintain 
and  build  the  rights-of-way  on  the  railroads  in  the  Unites  States  and 
Canada.  However,  I  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  Railway 
Labor  Executives'  Association,  a  rail  labor  umbrella  organization. 

I  am  pleased  to  participate  in  today's  hearing  on  transportation 
appropriations.  Let  me  just  briefly  summarize  rail  labor's  concerns 
regarding  funding  for  Amtrak. 

We  believe  the  time  has  come  to  address  the  serious  funding 
deficiencies  that  continue  to  plague  Amtrak's  rail  network  to  ensure  we 
preserve  this  vital  national  asset.  The  absence  of  meaningful  increases 
in  funding  will  result  in  the  continued  deterioration  of  service  and  in  the 
threat  of  thousands  of  lost  jobs.  We  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
government  has  a  duty  to  the  taxpayers  of  this  country  to  not  only 
support  a  viable  rail  passenger  system,  but  to  protect  this  public 
Investment. 
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GAO  and  new  Amtrak  Chairman  Tom  Downs  already  have  warned 

Congress  that  the  status  quo  will  doom  the  future  of  Amtrak  and  the 

security  of  more  than  20,000  workers.  As  this  Subcommittee  concludes 

Its  deliberations  we  would  urge  you  to  consider  increased  investment  in 

the  following  areas: 

Operating   Assistance:   This   program   is   critical   tc   curing 

Amtrak's  serious  financial  ailments  and  will  support  daily 

operating  expenses,  the  recall  of  f  urioughed  workers  in  several 

understaffed  crafts,  and  much  needed  equipment  overhaul. 

Northeast    Corridor    improvement    Project:    The    Northeast 

Corridor   represents   America's   only   true   high   speed   rail 

corridor.    Unfortunately,  the  President's  request,  1 1  percent 

below  FY94  levels,  would  seriously  undermine  infrastructure 

needs,   trainset  acquisitions  and  the  extremely  important 

electrification  project. 


1104 

3 

Capital   Grants:      As   supported   by   numerous   testinnonies 

submitted  to  this  Subcommittee,  Amtrak  is  in  dire  need  of 
overall  increases  in  this  program  to  meet  basic  capital  needs 
associated  with  the  daily  operation,  to  purchase  rolling  stock, 
and  to  meet  expenses  mandated  by  new  federal  programs. 
In  the  past  1 2  years  all  three  of  these  investment  programs  have 
suffered.     But  thanks  to  the  vision  of  this  Subcommittee  and  a  large 
majority  of  Congress,  and  the  sacrifices  made  by  Amtrak  workers,  we 
have  together  managed  to  maintain  an  Amtrak  system  despite  constant 
attacks  from  those  who  sought  to  destroy  It. 

In  conclusion,  I  understand  the  difficult  task  you  face  in  developing 
a  fair  FY95  transportation  appropriations  bill  that  meets  the  nation's 
needs.  However,  we  urge  your  focused  attention  on  the  investment  gap 
that  continues  to  plague  Amtrak  and  its  employees.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  to  find  ways  to  fund  the  critical  needs  of  our  national 
passenger  rail  carrier. 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  this  opportunity. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Molofsky. 

Mr.  Molofsky.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appear  here  on  be- 
half of  my  President  Jim  La  Sala,  and  he  asked  me  to  extend  his 
best  wishes  to  you.  He  could  not  be  here  today  because  of  some  con- 
flicts. 

Our  organization  as  you  know  represents  transit  employees  in 
every  State  in  the  United  States,  including  Pennsylvania,  Texas, 
North  Carolina,  Minnesota,  Illinois,  Michigan,  Virginia,  Texas 
again  and  Ohio,  and  so  we  know  the  importance  of  transportation 
in  both  the  transit  rail  and  highway  sectors  in  all  of  those  States. 

We  have  gone  on  record  in  our  testimony  in  basic  support  of  the 
administration's  mass  transit  funding  proposal  in  terms  of  its  over- 
all funding  levels  but  we  have  severe  concerns  as  we  have  raised 
and  others  have  which  we  share  in  terms  of  the  need  to  maintain 
operating  assistance,  transit  operating  assistance  at  no  less  than 
the  802  level  that  was  funded  last  year. 

We  have  and  we  strongly  believe  that  if  there  is  a  cut  imple- 
mented as  proposed,  it  would,  as  documented  by  APTA  in  its  sur- 
vey and  our  own  union  in  terms  of  reports  from  our  locals,  lead 
quickly  to  service  reductions,  fare  increases,  and  other  maintenance 
and  safety  problems  which  operating  assistance  supports.  So  be- 
cause of  that  we  add  our  voice  to  others  in  asking  the  committee 
to  maintain  funding  at  least  that  level. 

We  had  reports  from  numbers  of  our  locals  already  that  the  pros- 
pect of  cuts  could  lead  and  have  lead  in  a  number  of  cities  to  serv- 
ice cutbacks  and  layoffs  already.  So  we  want  to  underscore  the  ur- 
gency of  that. 

I  want  to  contribute  to  the  debate  and  the  discussion  with  re- 
spect to  the  pressure  that  this  committee  and  the  Congress  has 
faced  with  respect  to  transit  operating  assistance  by  mentioning 
once  again  our  proposal,  which  was  submitted  last  year,  and  we 
again  raise  it  this  year,  for  the  committee  or  the  authorizing  com- 
mittees perhaps  to  consider  the  creation  of  a  Transit  Safety  Service 
and  Standards  Fund  so  that  operating  assistance  at  current  or  in- 
creased levels  could  be  dedicated  for  the  purpose  of  making  Federal 
aid,  operating,  to  help  offset  the  cost  faced  by  transit  grant  recipi- 
ents from  specifically  the  ADA,  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  and  the 
Clean  Air  Act  requirements. 

We  think  by  targeting  operating  assistance  in  the  future  towards 
those  and  other  Federal  mandated  areas  it  answers  a  number  of 
the  questions  that  have  been  raised  by  you  and  others  about  its 
purpose  and  may  strengthen  the  political  and  substantive  support 
around  the  country  for  keeping  it  intact. 

We  have  always  historically  supported  the  need  to  restore  some 
degree  of  flexibility  to  cities  to  have  a  choice  and  to  allow  some  por- 
tion of  that  capital  to  be  shifted  to  operating  or  vice  versa.  It  was 
part  of  the  Federal  program  until  the  mid-1980s  and  maybe  it  is 
time  to  look  at  a  formula  in  years  ahead  that  would  bring  that 
back. 

I  would  just  note  finally,  in  closing,  the  ATU  has  always  been 
prepared  to  do  its  part  in  terms  of  fiscal  pressures  faced  by  our 
cities  and  State  governments  and  we  have  approached  our  annual 
round  of  contract  negotiations  mindful  of  those  pressures.  At  the 
same  time,  of  course,  we  have  remained  steadfast  in  our  commit- 
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ment  to  the  well-being  of  our  members  who  bear  the  enormous  re- 
sponsibilities of  transporting  our  families  and  friends  to  work  to 
shop  and  to  visit  their  neighbors. 

Indeed,  wage  increases  over  the  last  three  years  have  averaged 
under  3  percent  annually  and  have  barely  served  to  keep  the  mem- 
bers standards  of  living  in  line  with  the  cost-of-living  increases  and 
the  cost  of  increases  in  health  care  that  they  have  had  to  bear. 

Our  final  message  is  simple  and  direct.  It  makes  no  sense  to 
have  buses  that  cannot  run  and  systems  that  need  repair  and  serv- 
ices that  go  unmet  because  of  a  lack  of  operating  dollars. 

So  we  again  join  with  others  to  underscore  the  continuing  need 
to  maintain  if  not  increase  operating  assistance. 

Finally,  in  preparation  for  the  hearing,  we  took  a  look  at  a  num- 
ber of  cities  in  terms  of  specific  wage  improvements  over  the  years, 
and  I  wanted  to  mention  two  or  three  in  passing  that  might  be  of 
concern  to  the  committee. 

In  the  Washington,  D.C.  area,  in  terms  of  Congressman  Wolfs 
long-standing  interest  in  Metro  and  its  impact,  over  the  last  four 
years,  for  example,  wage  increases  have  averaged  just  under  2.4 
percent,  and  when  adjusted  for  inflation  are  negative,  a  minus  3.2 
percent.  And  in  the  Detroit  Smart  System,  wage  increases  over  the 
four  years  have  averaged  1.7  percent  a  year,  or  minus  5.7  when  ad- 
justed for  inflation. 

In  the  Springfield,  Illinois  area,  finally,  over  the  last  four  years, 
the  wage  increases  have  been  about  1.6  percent,  and  when  adjusted 
for  inflation  minus  6.1. 

So  I  think  our  union  in  negotiating  contracts  has  been  fairly  re- 
sponsible in  meeting  and  dealing  with  the  pressures  faced  by  our 
communities,  large  and  small,  and  we  truly  believe  that  in  cities 
as  they  face  their  problems  in  dealing  with  the  ADA  and  other 
mandates,  they  do  truly  need  this  operating  assistance  to  maintain 
the  access  to  ridership  that  that  level  calls  for,  and  which  we  sup- 
port, and  to  otherwise  maintain  the  safety  standards  that  the 
riding  public  demands  in  terms  of  safety  on  the  buses  and  the  safe 
maintenance  and  operation  of  those  buses  by  our  members. 

So  thank  you  again  and  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Jim  LaSala  follows:] 

[Clerk's  note. — ^The  policy  brief  referred  to  in  the  prepared 
statement  is  retained  in  the  Subcommittee  files.] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  subcommittee  members,  thank  you  for  giving 
the  Amalgeunated  Transit  Union  (ATU)  the  opportunity  to  testify  on 
the  impacts  of  the  proposed  Federal  Transit  Administration's  (FTA) 
budget  for  1995. 

My  name  is  Jim  La  Sala  and  since  1985  I  have  served  as 
International  President  of  the  Amalgamated  Transit  Union.  Our 
organization  represents  some  160,000  employees  in  the  urban  mass 
transit,  over-the-road  and  school  bus  industries  in  46  states  with 
over  250  local  unions.  Our  members  work  for  both  public  and 
private  transit  service  providers  in  a  wide-range  of  urban, 
suburban  and  rural  settings  providing  fixed  route,  para-transit  and 
other  specialized  services  to  our  nations'  citizens. 

We  operate  both  bus  and  light-rail  services  in  such  diverse 
communities  as  Baltimore,  Boston,  Detroit,  Washington,  D.C.,  Las 
Vegas,  Los  Angeles,  Chicago,  Minneapolis,  El  Paso,  St.  Louis,  and 
Kansas  City,  Jacksonville,  Wilmington  and  Raleigh,  North  Carolina. 

For  over  30  years,  we  have  worked  with  this  committee,  the 
congress  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  help  shape  and 
develop  an  effective  mass  transportation  program  that  responds  to 
our  changing  transportation  and  mobility  needs. 

Most  recently,  we  were  involved  with  this  Committee  and  the 
Congress  in  developing  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA/91) ,  the  current  program  designed  to 
maintain  and  expand  our  transit  systems  with  new  provisions  for 
comprehensive   transportation  planning,   and  expanded   funding 
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flexibility  with  respect  to  system  choices  to  ensure  that  our 
communities  are  ahle   to  respond  to  their  various  transit  needs. 

Today,  we  are  deeply  concerned  that  the  system  so  carefully 
designed  may  weaken  because  of  certain  funding  choices  pending 
before  the  Congress.  We  certainly  recognize  that  the  Clinton 
Administration  has  submitted  a  mass  transportation  budget  that 
builds  on  last  year's  significant  funding  increases.  Yet,  as  last 
year's  22  percent  increase  in  transit  funding  targeted  the  capital 
program,  the  Congress  wisely  fended  off  efforts  that  year  to  reduce 
operating  assistance  below  $802  million. 

While  this  year's  proposal  seeks  to  fully  fund  the  capital 
portion  of  both  the  Federal  Highway  and  transit  formula  programs, 
it  would  seriously  slash  transit  operating  assistance  by  25  percent 
from  $802  to  $600  million.  Overall  the  budget  for  mass  transit 
would  rise  four  percent  from  $4.6  billion  to  $4.8  billion,  but 
because  of  the  loss  in  operating  aid,  the  increase  is  deceptive  and 
would  produce  significant  negative  impacts. 

If  implemented,  this  proposal  would  have  disastrous  effects  in 
the  transit  industry  by  causing  significant  reductions  in  service, 
drops  in  ridership,  fare  increases  and  potentially  thousands  of 
layoffs  eunong  the  200,000  transit  employees  in  virtually  every 
large  and  small  urban,  suburban  and  rural  community  in  America. 

As  operating  assistance  has  remained  frozen  since  1988,  the 
transit  industry  has  struggled  just  to  keep  up  with  growing  demands 
while  at  the  same  time  facing  millions  of  dollars  in  new  costs 
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imposed  by  mandates  such  as  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act, 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  federal  drug  and  alcohol  testing. 

This  ill  conceived  proposal  to  reduce  operating  assistance 
would,  if  approved,  lead  to  an  immediate  downward  spiral  in  the 
quality  and  availability  of  reliable  public  transportation,  as  well 
as  the  loss  of  good-paying  jobs,  while  undermining  this 
Administration's  publicly  expressed  position  to  stimulate  job 
growth  and  improve  our  competitiveness  through  greater  investment 
in  our  transportation  infrastructure. 

Historically,  we  know  that  as  operating  revenues  decline  as 
they  did  in  the  1950 's  and  1960 's  from  post  war  ridership  declines, 
maintenance  is  the  first  to  go.  Thirty  years  ago  this  placed  all 
of  our  systems  in  jeopardy.  The  then  private  companies  barely 
scraped  by  to  provide  service.  It  was  only  with  the  advent  of  the 
federal  prograun  that  we  were  able  to  rescue  our  private  systems  and 
improve  ridership  with  the  creation  of  newly  formed  public 
agencies.  We  now  fear  the  Administration's  proposal  could  again 
take  us  down  this  iinfortunate  path. 

As  we  enter  FY '95,  every  system  now  faces  increased  operating 
costs,  arising  from  federal  mandates  and  other  maintenance  and 
service  needs  that  are  likely  to  equal  or  exceed  their  existing 
federal  operating  assistance  revenues.  It  is  beyond  dispute  that 
the  operating  expenses  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Americans  with 
Disedsilities  Act  (exceeding  $675  million  a  year).  Clean  Air  Act 
(exceeding  $100  million  per  year) ,  and  the  recently  issued  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  requirements,  (exceeding  $42  million  a  year),  will 
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easily  surpass  the  current  $802  million  in  operating  assistance  now 
provided. 

Reports  from  our  locals  confirm  the  results  of  the  American 
Public  Transit  Association's  (APTA)  recent  survey  of  some  120 
systems  (copy  attached)  that  nearly  seven  out  of  every  10  public 
transit  systems  would  have  to  raise  fares  to  make  up  for  the  25 
percent  reduction.  In  addition,  83  percent  of  the  surveyed  systems 
indicate  the  cuts  would  produce  service  reductions.  Three  quarters 
of  the  tremsit  properties  indicated  lay-offs  exceeding  15  percent, 
and  that  these  systems  would  be  forced  to  defer  safety  and 
maintenance. 

Figures  released  by  APTA  and  the  FTA  indicate  that  federal 
operating  assistance  losses  in  Maryland  would  exceed  2.6  million; 
in  Massachusetts  $2.6  million;  in  California  $27  million;  in  Nevada 
$208,000;  in  Illinois  $13.5  million;  in  Connecticut  $2.8  million; 
in  Missouri  $4.1  million,  in  Florida  $10  million;  Delaware 
$488,000;  in  North  Carolina  $1.8  million  and  in  New  Mexico 
$410,000. 

To  assist  in  y<mr  review  of  these  cutbacks,  I  have  attached  a 
detailed  state  by  state,  city  by  city  breakdown  as  compiled  by  APTA 
and  the  FTA. 

We  believe  the  Congress  must  redirect  its  federal  mass 
transportation  funding  to  maintain  operating  assistance  at  no  less 
than  $802  million  and  work  towards  the  authorized  level  of  $1 
billion. 
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It  should  also  be  noted  that  as  the  percent  of  federal 
operating  aid  has  declined  from  17  percent  in  1980  to  just  six 
percent  of  overall  revenue  in  1992,  state  funding  for  transit 
operations  has  risen  steadily  from  40  percent  in  1980  to  almost  52 
percent  of  revenue  in  1992.  Now  states,  reeling  from  a  multitude 
of  fiscal  pressures,  provide  almost  90  percent  of  all  transit 
operating  assistance.  They  cannot  and  should  not  be  asked  to  bear 
an  even  greater  burden. 

Also,  under  present  estimates,  we  expect  transit  layoffs  and 
job  losses  to  range  from  10,000  to  15,000.  This  number  could  rise 
significantly  if  service  cut-backs  interfere  with  established 
commuting  patterns  and  workers'  eibilities  to  reach  existing 
employment  destinations. 

The  need  is  clear  and  the  consequences  of  failing  to  provide 
sufficient  funding  are  ominous. 

We  recognize  that  in  recent  years  efforts  to  maintain  or 
secure  increases  in  federal  operating  assistance  have  had  to 
overcome  pressures  to  limit  those  funding  levels  in  the  face  of  the 
increasing  federal  deficit,  the  fast  pay-out  schedule  for  operating 
assistance,  and  competition  from  the  ever-present  capital  needs 
programs.  To  respond  to  these  concerns  and  to  enable  transit  to 
meet  its  enhemced  ADA,  environmental  and  safety  obligations,  we 
have  proposed  the  creation  of  a  "Transit  Safety,  Service  and 
Standards  F\ind"  for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  federal 
operating  assistance  available  to  help  offset  the  new  costs  faced 
by  transit  grant  recipients  from  these  new  federal  mandates. 
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The  "Safety"  aspect  of  this  provision  is  designed  to 
specifically  address  the  new  drug  and  alcohol  testing  requirements. 
The  "Service"  component  would  be  used  to  support  the  operational 
expenses  required  to  implement  the  new  ADA  service  mandates  and  the 
"standards"  portion  would  be  used  to  address  the  operational  needs 
for  installing  and  maintaining  the  equipment  required  to  meet  the 
new  standards  imposed  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  believe  designating  a  portion  of  the  current  or  increased 
operating  assistance  in  this  fashion  would  create  a  stronger 
political  and  substantive  basis  for  providing  the  necessary  funding 
levels  to  ensure  that  our  transit  systems  continue  to  perform  as  we 
expect.  Attached  hereto  is  a  Policy  Brief  which  discusses  this 
proposal  in  detail.  We  are  ready,  of  course,  to  work  with  this 
Committee  and  the  Congress  to  help  shape  this  approach  to  place 
operating  assistance  on  a  firmer  footing  with  a  clearly  defined 
purpose  and  impact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  ATU  has  always  been  prepared  to  do  its  part 
and  we  have  approached  our  annual  round  of  contract  negotiations 
mindful  of  the  economic  pressures  facing  our  nation's  communities. 
At  the  seune  time,  of  course,  we  remain  steadfast  in  our  commitment 
to  the  well-being  of  our  members  who  bear  the  enormous 
responsibility  of  transporting  our  family  and  friends  to  work,  to 
shop  and  to  visit  their  neighbors.  Indeed,  wage  increases  which 
over  the  last  three  years  averaged  just  under  three  percent 
annually  have  barely  served  to  keep  our  members  standard  of  living 
in  line  with  cost  of  living  increases  and  the  increasing  costs  of 
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health  care,  which  our  transit  systems  help  make  available  to 
millions  of  Americans. 

My  final  message  is  simple  and  direct.  It  makes  no  sense  to 
have  buses  that  cannot  run,  systems  that  need  repair,  and  service 
needs  that  go  unmet  because  of  a  lack  of  operating  dollars.  Yes, 
we  must  continue  our  capital  investments,  but  if  transit  is  to 
fulfill  its  promise  to  bring  renewed  economic  growth  to  our  cities, 
link  suburban  and  rural  areas,  and  ensure  that  we  meet  our 
environmental  and  mobility  needs,  sufficient  funding  is  needed  now. 
I  am  afraid  that  what  we  may  lose  today  cannot  be  recaptured 
tomorrow . 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  again  emphasize  our 
willingness  to  work  with  you,  this  committee  and  the  Congress  to 
ensure  that  our  nation's  mass  transit  programs  are  maintained  at 
the  highest  and  safest  standards. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  and  I 
would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Bob. 

You  were  in  the  room  when  I  talked  to  the  APTA  representative. 
I  think  that  if  we  are  to,  it  will  be  my  effort  to  try  to  preserve  oper- 
ating assistance.  We  are  really  struggling  with  the  602(b),  a  mas- 
sive 602(b)  problem.  But  it  is  going  to  be  harder.  As  I  said  before, 
I  will  not  be  the  Chairman  here  this  time  next  year,  but  the  pres- 
sure against  operating  subsidy,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  going  to  go 
away. 

Is  there  some  way  that  we  can  put  some  parameters  around  op- 
erating assistance  that  would  be  helpful?  Or  let  us  put  it  this  way, 
less  damaging,  and  basically  then  assure  that  we  have  a  healthy 
operating  assistance  program? 

Mr.  MOLOFSKY.  I  think  we  have  tried  to  suggest  one.  I  think 
there  has  been  some  concern  expressed  over  the  years  about  just 
where  does  that  money  go  and  it  does  have  a  fast  spend-out  rate? 
But  if  the  speed  with  which  it  is  spent  is  separated  from  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  is  used,  then  I  think  the  proposal  that  we  have 
to  target  it  for,  these  mandates  could  be  helpful.  Those  are  ex- 
penses that  cities  large  and  small  are  going  to  have  to  bear. 

And  secondly,  there  is  just  no  getting  around  when  you  look  at 
the  numbers,  a  large  number  of  communities,  led  by  Michigan  and 
other  States,  rely  heavily,  and  it  is  true  of  the  smaller  urban-  and 
medium-sized  cities.  Rural  and  medium-sized  cities  need  the  Fed- 
eral operating  assistance  in  terms  of  the  percent  of  their  operating 
revenues  far  more  than  some  of  the  larger  cities. 

I  do  not  know  whether  formulas  targeted  towards  that  make 
sense.  Argument  has  been  in  support  of  continuing  the  program, 
but  as  we  have  suggested  with  our  pending  proposal,  we  think 
there  are  ways  of  targeting  its  use.  And  perhaps  with  further  dis- 
cussions with  the  committee  and  the  Department  and  APTA  and 
others,  some  formula  for  distributing  it  may  make  better  sense  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  it  make  any  sense  to  give  some  local  transit  au- 
thorities some  help  in  proposing  local  sources  of  dedicated  operat- 
ing revenue  by  creating  a  formula  that  would  recognize  the  local 
effort,  and  for  those  communities  that  do  not  do  local — I  am  really 
bothered,  and,  quite  frankly,  it  is  somewhat  against  the  interest  of 
my  own  State  because  we  do  not  have  a  dedicated  local  source  of 
operating  revenue  in,  say,  southeast  Michigan. 

In  other  words,  the  operating  subsidy  is  not  only  an  operating 
subsidy,  but  a  political  subsidy  to  those  areas  of  the  country  who 
will  not  step  up  to  some  tough  decisions  about  taxing  to  support 
their  own  transit  systems. 

Should  we  not  think  about  a  formula  that  might  reward  commu- 
nities that  make  some  tough  decisions  and  tough  choices  and  step 
up  and  say  our  transit  system  means  enough  to  us  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  local  source  of  dedicated  operating  revenue? 

Mr.  MOLOFSKY.  I  think  you  do  want  to  create  some  incentives. 
The  problem  in  reacting  immediately  to  that  is  we  do  not  want  to 
have  it  as  a  substitution.  This  is  a  problem  we  faced  in  years  past. 

If  the  goal  is  to  expect  the  State  revenue  would  end  up  substitut- 
ing for  the  Federal  revenue,  then  you  could  have  a  net  loss  and 
that  is  not  what  we  want.  We  think  the  needs  are  growing.  The 
unmet  needs  are  out  there. 
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On  the  other  hand,  we  work  in  all  the  States  I  mentioned  and 
others,  and  one  of  our  standing  proposal  is  to  work  with  the  State 
legislatures,  as  we  have  in  Michigan  and  elsewhere,  to  get  these 
dedicated  revenues  and  make  them  available  for  operating  as  well 
as  capital. 

And  many  States,  as  you  say,  whatever  they  have  dedicated 
through  gas  tax  or  other  revenues,  they  cannot  use  it  for  operating 
assistance,  and  in  other  States,  of  course,  they  can. 

I  think  that  is  a  future  job  of  DOT  and  maybe  the  Congress  in 
a  new  bill  to  look  at  what  the  States  can  do  and  have  done  and 
see  what  could  push  them  along.  Because  the  future  of  transit  in 
terms  of  its  funding  is  ultimately  going  to  be  tied  to  dedicated  reve- 
nues. This  business  of  coming  back  and  back  and  back  for  a  service 
that  is  much  needed,  that  is  not  going  to  disappear  and  its  use  is 
only  growing.  And  this  is  true  for  Amtrak  as  well. 

The  Amtrak  and  rail  community  in  our  sister  unions  have  called 
for  consideration  of  an  increased  Federal  gas  tax  with  some  money 
set  aside  for  Amtrak.  We  have  in  the  past,  and  again  next  year 
when  bills  are  up,  we  are  going  to  be  raising  that  idea  again — polit- 
ical support  for  it  will  be  debatable,  I  guess.  And  the  same  is  true 
in  the  States;  that  we  have  pushed  and  are  continuing  to  push  for 
dedicated  revenues  in  the  States  for  transit  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  is  a  problem  that  will  not  go  away.  I  think 
that  with  a  little  luck  and  a  good  601(b),  we  will  be  able  to  solve 
it  for  this  year  and  put  a  Band-Aid  on  it,  but  we  need  to  think 
longer  term  than  we  have  been  in  the  last  few  years. 

Mr.  MOLOFSKY.  Well,  thank  you  for  that.  And  I  wanted  to  put  in 
a  word  of  support  for  the  livable  communities  concept.  We  think  it 
represents  the  kind  of  planning  and  development  in  a  range  of 
communities  that  allow  transit  to  be  integrated  into  the  neighbor- 
hoods and  serve  a  lot  of  the  communities'  economies  and  businesses 
to  fit  together  better  and  work  better  for  the  people  who  live  there. 
So  we  are  supportive  of  that  proposal. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  we  also  agree  with  you  on  the  silver  assessment 
that  Mr.  Downs  gave  us  the  other  day  on  Amtrak.  It  is,  in  a  way, 
a  breath  of  fresh  air,  because  we  have  been  getting  a  lot  of  slip  and 
slide  for  a  long  time  and  I  think  we  now  know  what  the  job  is 
ahead  of  us. 

Mr.  Malleck.  I  think  the  relationship  we  had  with  Amtrak  over 
the  last  few  years,  which  manifested  itself  in  a  strike  by  some 
unions  and  some  very  hard  decisions  by  some  others  to  accept 
terms  which  put  their  memberships  in  a  worse-off  position  than 
they  were  several  years  earlier,  and  then  conversation  coming  from 
that  same  management  that  by  the  year  2000  we  should  be  self- 
sufficient,  was  a  ridiculous  proposal.  It  was  very  difficult  for  us,  as 
employees  at  Amtrak,  to  appreciate  where  that  kind  of  conversa- 
tion was  going  to  take  us  here  in  Congress  by  those  who  knew  bet- 
ter. 

Mr,  Downs  at  least  is  beginning  to  think  of  ways  he  can  come 
up  with  dedicated  funds  for  investment  and  he  is  not  perhaps  look- 
ing for  a  pot  immediately  that  he  will  be  able  to  replace  all  of  his 
outdated  equipment,  but  something  that  provides  a  regular  stream 
of  revenue  that  can  be  built  on  so  that  down  the  road  he  will  not 
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have  to  come  to  Congress  and  ask  for  those  larger  operating  sub- 
sidies. It  is  refreshing  to  see  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  for  the  time  and  attention  you  have  given 
the  Committee.  We  are  sdways  helped  by  your  advice. 

And  with  that,  our  Committee  will  be  adjourned  until  10  o'clock 
tomorrow. 
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